Terms of Appointment 

1. We were appointed on the twenty-fifth day of May 1962 in the following terms : 

The Board of Trade in pursuance of the powers conferred on them by Section 165(b) of the Com- 
panies Act 1948, hereby appoint Mr. Norman John Skelhom, qc, of 2 King’s Bench Walk, London 
EC4, and Mr. William Halford Lawson, cbe, ba. Chartered Accountant, of 121 Queen Victoria 
Street, London EC4, to act as inspectors to investigate the affairs of [the above-named companies] 
and to report thereon in such manner as the Board may direct. 



General Description of the Business 

2. The above-named companies (with the exception of Agribusiness Limited) operated two 
successive pig schemes. Under the first scheme members of the public were to own sows and 
wire entitled to receive payments described as dividends from the proceeds of the sale of the 
letters (the ‘Sow Scheme’); under the second scheme members of the public were to own store 
pigs and were entitled to receive dividends from the proceeds of the sale of the fattened pigs 
(the ‘Store Pig Scheme’). 

3. The total amount subscribed by members of the public, who were described and are here- 
inafter referred to as ‘investors’, for these two schemes in a period of under three years was 
£1,398,000, made up of £730,000 for the Sow Scheme and £668,000 for the Store Pig Scheme. 

Apart from repayments and dividends of £224,000, nearly all this money was lost. It has been 
our task to ascertain the causes of this disastrous failure and to examine the conduct of those 
responsible. 

4. We attach hereto, marked Schedule 1, a summary of information obtained from the files at 
the offices of the Registrar of Companies relating to the following companies : 

Southern Livestock Producers Limited (hereinafter referred to as ‘Southern’) 

Northern Livestock Producers Limited (hereinafter referred to as ‘Northern’) 

Highland Livestock Producers Limited (hereinafter referred to as ‘Highland’) 

Western Livestock Producers Limited (hereinafter referred to as ‘Western’) 

Livestock Marketing Company Limited (hereinafter referred to as ‘L.M.C.’) 

It will be seen from this Schedule that all the companies were formed between June 1959 and 
June 1960 with initial authorised capitals of £100 each. In the case of three of the companies the 
authorised capital was increased in late 1959 to £1,000. In 1960 £20,000 of preference capital 
was issued by L.M.C. to the other four companies in equal proportions but this, of course, did 
not increase the aggregate resources of the five companies. 

5. At all times Mr. Norman Mascall was chairman, managing director and controlling share- 
holder of all the companies. The only other directors who took any material part m the direction 
of the affairs of these companies were Mr. D. W. T. Bruce, a Chartered Accountant, and Mr. R. 
Reader Harris, mp. Mr. Bruce was a director from early 1960 until his resignation m April 1961. 
Mr. Reader Harris was a director from late 1959 until his resignation from four of the com- 
panies in April 1961 and from L.M.C. in July 1961. Mr. Bruce was also secretary and chief 
accountant of all the companies up to April 1961 when he was succeeded by Mr. C. C. Pomeroy, 
who had been his assistant since July 1960. Mr. Bruce continued to act in a consultative capacity 
until July 1961. 

6. From September 1960 the registered office of all the companies was at 15 Woodstock 
Street, London Wl. 

7 An additional company, Agribusiness Limited, was incorporated on 1st November 1960, 
with an authorised capital of £100 but we have received no evidence that it commenced to trade. 

A company called ‘Irish Livestock Producers Limited’ was also controlled by Mr. Mascall and 
associated with all the above-mentioned companies but, as it was registered in Eire, it does not 
come within the terms of reference of our enquiry. It operated one farm at which sows belonging 

to investors in Southern were boarded. 

8. All these companies were collectively known as ‘The Livestock Group of Companies’. 
Hereinafter we refer to them as ‘the Group’ but do not include in this reference Agribusiness 
Limited and Irish Livestock Producers Limited. 

9. The auditors of the Group were at all times Messrs. Clark, Battams & Co., Chartered 
Accountants, now of 6 Eldon Street, London EC2. 

10. The solicitors to the Group at all material times were Messrs. Herbert Oppenheimer, 
Nathan & Yandyk, of 20 Copthall Avenue, London Wall, London EC2. Messrs. Kaufman & 
Seigal of 72 New Cavendish Street, London Wl, acted for the Group in certain actions after 
March 1962 and would seem to have become additional solicitors to the Group at about that 
time. They have also acted for Mr. Mascall in his personal capacity since about March 1962. 

11 On 2nd July 1962 Mr. Kenneth R. Cork, fca, of Messrs. W. H. Cork, Gully & Co., of 
19 Eastcheap, London EC3, was appointed liquidator of all the companies within the terms ot 
reference of our enquiry except Agribusiness Limited which has not yet been put into liquidation. 
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The Course of our Enquiries 



12. We found that, shortly before our appointment, Mr. Mascall had called in Messrs. 

Citroen and Partners of 19 Upper Brook Street, London Wl, as accountant advisers and that 
SS we “lrS“ ith the auditors to establish the financial position of the Group. Messrs. 
Citroen and Partners advised Mr. Mascall in a letter dated 1st June W62that ^theTuitors 
immediate steps to place each company in the Group in liquidation. Thereafter, the auditors 
assisted in producing a statement of affairs of the Group which was subsequently presented to a 
meeting of creditors on 2nd July 1962. tn 

13 Subsequent to this creditors’ meeting, the auditors were instructed by the liquidator to 
prepare a report for him on the affairs of the Group. This report, which was completed in 
October 1962, has been of considerable assistance to us. . 

14. A few days after our appointment Mr. Pomeroy, the Group’s secretary and chief account- 
ant, became ill and was suspended from his duties by Mr. Mascall. We were, therefore, unable 
to have the benefit of his assistance during our enquiries until he appeared before us for examin- 



ation in October 1962. . , _ , ... r. r- • , 

15 During the course of our enquiries we have caused a thorough examination of the financial 

and farm records to be made and we have been given every assistance by the auditors. We have 
also examined the files of correspondence, memoranda and other papers and documents ot the 
Group. We refer to many of these later in this report. . . ... 

16 We have examined all the directors and secretaries of the companies in the Group with 
the exception of Mr. Manning, a director for only a short period, who was not available, and 
Mrs. Mascall, who took only a nominal part in the affairs of the Group. We have also examined 
such other officers of the Group and other persons as we felt would be of assistance to us. A 
list of the witnesses we have examined is set out in Schedule 2. 



The State of the Records 

The farm records 

17. The Group made provision for a complete record of each sow, piglet and store pig. Thus, 
there were numerous documents in existence such as service, farrowing, casualty and sales 
reports, stock records and farmers’ contracts. Copies of these should have reached the farm 
office and the accounts office in London for recording in the relevant books. However, com- 
parison of the farm documents with the books showed that they seldom agreed. In fact, we 
sometimes found it impossible to understand the methods used in the bookkeeping, and members 
of the Group’s staff were unable to help us as in many cases the books had been written up by 
their predecessors. Furthermore, the methods of recording the various happenings on the farms 
were often changed and we found that certain record books were discontinued without any 
apparent continuing substitute. The only farm records which have been of real assistance to us 
are the physical stock returns from the farmers which are referred to later in this report. 

The financial records 

18. The financial records of all the companies in the Group were kept in the London office. 
Separate books were kept for each company, but in many cases the transactions of one company 
were entered in another company’s books. Sometimes purchases and sales were made in the 
name of ‘The Livestock Group’, without identification of the company concerned. Also, 
amounts owing by one company were settled by another company, depending only on which 
company had cash available at the time of payment. The auditors were able to separate the 
various companies’ records to some extent, particularly as between L.M.C. and the remaining 
companies as a whole; but the stumbling block to further clarification of the position was 
always the difficulty of allocating the costs of feedstuffs between the companies. 

19. The poor state of the financial records caused delays in the production of annual 
accounts in spite of repeated warnings by the auditors in letters to Mr. Mascall. The only 
audited accounts which were produced were those for Southern for the eleven months to 30th 
June 1960 and for Northern for the thirteen months to 30th September 1960, which were signed 
in May and October 1961 respectively. It is clear that the financial records of the Group were in a 
poor state from quite early on in the history of the Group, but that after Mr. Bruce’s departure 
in April 1961 they deteriorated further so that by the date of liquidation the financial books 
were in a deplorable state. 

20. It proved impossible for the auditors to prepare separate accounts for each company up 
to the date of liquidation. All that could be achieved was a combined statement for the Group 
as at that date. Similarly, the deplorable state of the financial records meant that tve were unable 
to investigate and report separately on each of the companies within the terms of our 
appointment. 

The Pig Schemes 

The Sow Scheme 

21. This scheme was started in June 1959 and operated by Southern, Northern, Highland and 
Western, hereinafter referred to collectively as ‘the Producing Companies’, which had offices in 
London, Manchester, Glasgow and Birmingham respectively. There was no distinction of method 
between these companies and they may best be considered as branches of one organisation. 
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22. The contracts between the investors and the Producing Companies under the Sow Scheme 
varied in form at different times. We attach copies of the four main types of contract used, 
marked Schedule 3, for reference as to their precise terms. The entire operation of the scheme 
was financed by members of the public who entered into contracts with the Group. It is, how- 
ever, important to bear in mind that, although these members of the public were referred to as 
investors, they were purchasers and owners of the sows and their litters and they did not, in 
fact, invest in any of the companies. 

23. All the contracts were in the form of an agreement of sale whereby the investor agreed 
to buy and the particular company concerned agreed to sell one or more sows not over the age 
of one year (or later fifteen months) at a specified price. The effect of the provisions bearing on 
the obligations undertaken by the company concerned was as follows: 

(a) The duration of the contract was four-and-a-quarter years and the company’s obligations 

under it ordinarily continued for this period. The company could terminate the contract 
in the event of the investor’s failure to pay the balance of the purchase price on the due 
date and the investor could terminate it by notice expiring fourteen months from the date 
of the delivery of the sows or at any time thereafter. . , 

(b) Delivery of the sows had to be effected by the company at a named farm or, m the later 
forms of contract ‘at a farm approved by the company’ within a specified period. In tne 
earlier forms of contract this period was sixty days from the date of the contract and, in 
the later forms, it was ninety days from its date or from the date specified m the contract 
when the purchase price was to be paid, whichever was the later. During the last three 
months of the scheme, the delivery period specified was six months but there were com- 
paratively few contracts made on that basis. In the main, the contracts specified a delivery 

(c) The°price at which the company agreed to sell was usually 90 or 95 guineas per sow but 

a few of the earlier contracts were for lower prices. During the continuance of the contract 
the sow or sows covered by it remained the property of the investor who was expressly 
described as the owner of the sows and, in the event of the termination of the contract, 
he was entitled to remove them or to have them sold. The company undertook to dispose 
of the sows at the termination of their useful breeding lives and to remit the proceeds ot 
their sale in full to the investor. , 

(d) The contract provided that the company should arrange for the service of the sows by 

pure bred boars and to purchase, care for and feed such boars. . 

(e) In the earlier forms of contract the company guaranteed a minimum number ot 

per litter for the first eight litters farrowed, the guaranteed number per fitter varying from 
nine to ten. The company also undertook to market the piglets on the best available market 
and to remit the proceeds to the investor half-yearly after deduction of die cost of feeding 
the sows and piglets and 25 per cent of the balance then remaining. In the event of a 
shortage the minimum guaranteed number of piglets had to be made good from a pool 
which the company undertook to maintain. In the later forms of contract no minimum 
number of piglets per litter was guaranteed. However, the company agreed to purchase 
all litters from the investor at eight times (in later contracts seven tunes) the mean of the 
average prices for eight-to-nine week old store pigs published by the Ministry of Agri- 
culture or, failing such publication, in an independent market report. From these specified 
proceeds was deducted the cost of feeding the sow and its litter up to the age of nine 
weeks 25 per cent of the balance then remaining and also the costs of the board and 
maintenance of the boars, the veterinary charges and insurance. In later contracts these 
deductions from the specified proceeds were altered so that a deduction of 331 per cent of 
the balance remaining after the feed costs was made with no further deductions m respect 
of the maintenance of the boars, the veterinary charges or insurance. The payment to the 
investor of the net sale price so calculated was to be made by the company at the end of 
nine months after the date of the contract (or six months in the case of s . om e of . 
earlier contracts) and thereafter at successive intervals of six months during the continuance 

ff) Th^company agreed to replace at its own expense any sows which died or which proved 
’ to be sub-standard. The company also agreed in the later contracts to keep in force 



insurance of the sows against death through disease or 



accident before reaching the age of 



(g) In the earlier forms of contract the sows covered by the contract were described as bearmg 
specified serial numbers. In the later contracts they were no longer so described but the 
company expressly agreed to mark the sows with a number or sign identifying Sern as 
the property of the investor and to inform him thereof and also of the address of the 
farm where they were kept. 

24. The broad effect, as between the company and the investor, of the contracts under this 
scheme was that the company was under a contractual obligation to supply the sows within a 
specified period and for four-and-a-quarter years to maintain and care for the sows, to arrange 
for their periodic service and to purchase from the investor the litters at a gnc.e winch, irres- 
pective of the number of piglets in the litter, would represent the market price ° costs ’ 
seven piglets per fitter. From this, however, the company was entitled to deduct the teed costs 
and 2 5^ per cent, or later 33j per cent, of the balance then remaining. In practice, in calculating 
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the dividends due to the investor, the deduction in respect of the feed costs was always £17 to 

£18 with no adjustment being made for the actual costs. . f 

nr Th comnanv itself could obtain nothing from the sale of the piglets, unless the size of 
the Uttlr 2d the number guaranteed in the contact*, the 25 per cent deduction was, 
in effect, due to the farmer, as is described below in paragraph 45 _ 

For thp nuroose of their internal accounting, the Producing Companies apportioned 
the amounts rSed from investors under certain headings. The apportionment, taking a price 
per sow of 90 guineas, was as follows: 



Initial costs up to time of the birth of first litter : 
Cost of sow 

Boarding fee paid to farmer 
Feed 

Insurance premium 
Sales commission 



£ s. d. 

25 0 0 
7 0 0 
17 0 0 
2 10 0 
13 0 0 



64 10 0 

Fund for initial expenses of obtaining the contract 
and administration expenses during the remaining 

life of the contract 3U u u 



£94 10 0 



It was assumed in these calculations that, after the birth of the first litter, the scheme as 
regards that sow would be self-supporting in that the cost of feeding, other farm costs and The 
investor’s dividend could be recovered out of the proceeds of the sale of the fitters. We have 
been told by witnesses that this was possible provided the farmer was efficient. 

27. It will be seen from the apportionment referred to above that, for the scheme to be 
viable it was essential that the administration expenses over the four-and-a-quarter years of the 
duration of the contract should be kept within the limit of £30 per pig. It was also essential: 



(i) that within the specified period, the Producing Companies should, in fact, use the monies 
received from the particular investors to purchase the sows which they had contracted to sell * 



(ii) that Utters should be produced in time to provide the means to pay the dividends on the due dates; 

(iii) that each sow should produce two Utters a year and that the number of piglets in each litter 
should be up to or above the numbers specified or assumed in the contracts; 

(iv) that the piglets should be of the requisite quality to enable them to realise the average Ministry 
price; 

(v) that the feed costs should be strictly controlled. 



As will be seen later, it was the failure to satisfy the foregoing essential requirements which led 



to the failure of the Sow Scheme. 



28. In June 1961 it was decided that no further contracts should be entered into under the 
Sow Scheme but, of course, the Producing Companies’ obligations under the existing contracts 
continued. 



The Store Pig Scheme 

29. This scheme was started in June 1961. All monies from the Store Pig Scheme went into 
L.M.C. which had already been engaged in the fattening of store pigs. The Producing Companies 
were not concerned in its operation except insofar as they were suppliers of piglets for the 
scheme. 

30. Under this scheme the investor bought a store pig from L.M.C. The company then agreed 
to keep and fatten the pig and sell it, using the proceeds to buy, on behalf of the investor, a 
second store pig which, in turn, was to be fattened and disposed of on behalf of the investor. 
From the proceeds of the sales the investor was to be paid a specified amount calculated to 
result in his receiving at the end of twelve months the return of the initial purchase price which 
he had paid and a dividend at specified rates which were 10 per cent, 12£ per cent or 15 per 
cent according to the dates of the contracts. 

31. All the contracts entered into under this scheme could be terminated by either party by 
notice expiring at the end of twelve months from the date of the contract. When L.M.C. was 
put into liquidation in July 1962 none of the contracts had been in operation for more than 
twelve months. A specimen of the form of contract used is attached, marked Schedule 4, for 
reference as to its exact terms. 

32. The effect of the contract was that the investor agreed to purchase and L.M.C. to sell a 
store pig of eight to fourteen weeks’ age at an inclusive price of £20 to cover the cost of the 
pig and the management services. L.M.C. agreed to deliver the pig at a farm approved by the 
company within a stipulated period, which varied in individual contracts from six weeks to 
two months. L.M.C. agreed to house and feed the pig, to mark it with an identity number or 
sign as the property of the investor and to inform the investor of the farm at which his pig was 
kept. L.M.C. further undertook to insure the pig against death through disease or accident, and 
to replace at its own expense any pig that died or was sub-standard. 
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33. The direct costs per store pig as estimated by Mr. Bruce in a memorandum, dated 3rd 
May 1961 amounted to £17 10s. Od. made up as follows: 

£ s. d. 

Cost of store pig 6 0 0 

Feed cost 9 10 0 

Farm overheads . 1 10 0 

Provision for consequential loss 

(not covered by insurance) 10 0 

£17 10 0 



Thus, Mr. Bruce’s total estimated direct cost of purchasing and fattening two pigs within the 
twelve months’ contract period was £35 to which he added £3 for dividends to investors, making 
a total of £38. He also assumed an average sales price of £21 10s. Od. per pig, thus giving sales 
proceeds of £43 per contract and an average margin for administration overheads, commission 
and profit of £5 or £2 10s. Od. per pig. 

The co mmis sion paid on sales contracts averaged £2 7s. Od. per contract or £1 3s. 6d. per 
pig, so that the margin available for administration overheads and profit was only £1 6s. 6d. 
per pig. It is clear, therefore, that if the scheme were to succeed, expenditure on all items would 
have to be kept rigidly within the estimated amounts and that the administration overheads 
would have to be restricted to a very modest level. 

Sales Policy and Organisation 

34. The Group advertised in the press and posted brochures to those people who answered 
advertisements. These brochures were also distributed according to mailing lists besides being 
used as sales aids for door-to-door selling. 

35. The Group had a sales organisation which constantly varied in size and personnel. The 
representatives who obtained the contracts were given the title of investment consultants but, 
for the purposes of this report, we refer to them as salesmen. They were remunerated solely by 
a percentage commission on the value of contracts sold. Mr. K. Evans was the national sales 
manager until his dismissal in July 1960 when he was succeeded by Mr. Joseph Marks. At all 
times the national sales manager was responsible for the sales office at the Group’s head- 
quarters in London which maintained records of all contracts. The southern area sales manager, 
Mr. Samuel Margel, also appears to have taken some part in the administration of the sales 
office. The other area managers operated from the three provincial sales offices mentioned in 
paragraph 21. There was also a representative in Malta where contracts to the value of over 
£100,000 were obtained for the purchase of sows and store pigs. 

36. Initially, commission was paid to the salesmen at the rate of 25 per cent on the total 
contract consideration but in June 1960 this was reduced to 15 per cent and subsequently to 
11| per cent with an average rate for both schemes over the whole period of 15 per cent. The 
commission was, in each case, split between three people — the salesman, the area manager and 
the national sales manager. Earnings were high and it appears from the records that in one 
particularly active month, the national sales manager earned approximately £3,300 from com- 
mission on store pigs sold. A salesman had to sell only 75 store pigs (equivalent on average 

to twelve contracts) to earn £100. . 

37. There was, therefore, a powerful incentive throughout the sales orgamsation to increase 
the sales of contracts for both schemes. 



Farm Policy and Orgamsation 

38. In June 1961 the Group started to acquire its own farms. A distinction must, therefore, 
be made between those farms where the Group had arranged a boarding contract for the pigs, 
hereinafter referred to as ‘boarding farms’ and farms owned or leased by the Group, hereinafter 
referred to as ‘company farms’. There is a further distinction between farms used for breeding 
and those used for fattening. While the dividing line is not altogether clearly defined, it is 
convenient to consider the Sow Scheme (breeding) as using boarding farms and the Store Pig 
Scheme (fattening) as using company farms. 

39. The number of farms varied considerably as new farms were opened and unsatisfactory 
ones were closed. The maximum open at any one time was seventy in October and November 
1961 and January 1962, providing scheduled accommodation for some 5,800 sows and 12,000 

St< 40. ? Mr J. R. Barrowman was the national farms supervisor from September 1960 until his 
dismissal in July 1961. He was succeeded in August 1961 by Mr. C. C. Harbidge who had 

resigned as the Group’s national marketing officer in June of that year. 

41. At all times the national farms supervisor was responsible for the farm office at the 
Group’s headquarters in London which maintained all the farm records. The national farms 
supervisor had under him from four to six area farm supervisors. These latter were responsible 
to him in their respective areas for the whole of the Group’s farming activities. Their duties 
included the purchase and sale of pigs, the inspection of farms, selection of new farms and 
checking of stock returns. They sent reports to the farm office in London and attended farm 
conferences which were held at irregular intervals. 
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42. The boarding farmers nof “aS'SsS'Sp^ienced^ig 

2E£ "rstaTsoL? of ffiem w = inefficient ^ ^ ^ ^ tbe 

m o^.S^ 

° V ^^T^e fa^e^^ffi^company^arm^^^re depended^n^h^v^^taken^of ffieir 

** were treatei by the area supero 

little more than farm workers , h board ing farmers. One whereby the farmer 

45. There were two types “ ntra ^ s nd tb e other whereby the Group was responsible 
contracted to feed a sow for £36 per — and the other.^ fc fce of £6 per sow (or 

for the feed costs. In both cases the fa™“ 25 “ cent 0 f th e balance of the proceeds of the 
£7 where the farmer had bought the sow) “dp ^ , fl( , due t0 the farmer was 
sale of the litters over the feed “ s *l T onsibi ]ity of the accounts office in London. To calcu- 
known as "farm costings and was ‘ who were not on a feed contract, it was 

late the correct profit in the case of th the Group on feed supplied to _the particular 

necessary to know how much ha P ^ d the farmer himself. The lack of 

farm, feed which, it should be noted, had been. or ^ many cases the f arm costings 

records led to difficulties in grtbngcrat the fa ^ led to y disputes between the Group 
showed that there was no profit due to the t rm at the dividends due to 

^Sas£5s5aasr- -fc ““*” 



Failure to meet Contractual Obligations 



rauuic “ 

46. The Group, undei : both *° ^{Tdeliv e™per ioifstSed in each con- 
insure the specified number of pigs w unsatisfactory or becoming casualties the Group 

tract. In the event of the P^S^re^offirS^n at all ttaes one pig available 

in respect of each pig sold on contracts for which 

the stated delivery period had expired. contracted to house them. Therefore there 

of pigs contracted to be sold for 

which the stated delivery Pf J°“ad expired from fanners alld ot her records, we have 

48. From examination of the monthly sto k ^ pigs and shortages of accom- 

prepared statements sh0 ™S* a 1 c ‘ he inception 0 f both schemes to May 1962. These 
modation at the end of each month p , 6 It jn be seen that, in these Schedules, 

statements are attached hereto, naarkrf Schedules 5 of the sows and 

periods of = " -o ^shave been ^"ords there Z be minor inac- 

49. It will be seen from s , , t ter Q f 196I the deficiencies increased month by 

Zrto’aTeirMa“S SSof which,’ had they been acquired, about 90 per 
cent could not ha ™ “^tat the Group was already deficient of store pigs by 

had they been acquired .about 75 P“ ““ „f these defieieneies of pigs and shortages of 

51 - 11 IS FoTeWe to ApS 1960 Mucdl wrote to Mr. Ligertwood (a director 
aao^odatom For example Aprn deficiencies of sows, and again in 

° f ' mo MomSl Mn Mascall in a memorandum that there was over- 

dSv ofa^amfwSk d to poor production. In March 1961 Mr. Mascall sen a 
crowding o Barrowman telling him there were requirements for accommodation for 

£ 5®tS™wSrurg™ as the deliver? period had expired, in a further 
memorandum in April 1961, Mr. Mascall again informed Mr. Barrowman of the need for mor 

aC 52 m ffi°M^?96^M^MtcalTwro S t < e to Mr. Barrowman saying that there was “ Urgent need 
r S2 ' tJrntdminn for 700 sows with a further 950 being due m the next two months. He also 
would teTe difficult when the dividends were due. We have seen Mr. 
pointed out mat rnmgs dum it be pointed out that the Group had oversold 

Barrowman P y cod i d on i y affect the Group adversely. He made the point that, when 

me Stom Kg Scheme Z started, it would be essential to have the accommodation before the 
contracts were sold because the time factor did not allow a margin. 

53 In October 1961 mere was an exchange of memoranda between Mr. Masrafi and Mr. 
Harbidae who was then the national farms supervisor. Mr Harbidge, on 16th October, 
poffitS out mat he could not buy 500 gilts as he had nowhere to accommodate them. Mr. 
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Mascall, in reply on 18th October, said that he appreciated that there was a bottleneck develop- 
ing. Also in October 1961 Mr. Pomeroy reported to Mr. Mascall that, at 1st October, the Store 
Pig Scheme was short by 3,377 store pigs after four months’ operation of the scheme. 

54. In spite of the increasing deficiencies of which Mr. Mascall was well aware, we could find 
no evidence that he made any effort to restrict the sales of contracts. On the contrary, the 
evidence shows that in April 1961 Mr. Mascall sent a memorandum to the national sales 
manager instructing him to sell contracts for 1,000 sows in the following month. Extracts from 
this memorandum are set out in paragraph 71. This should be considered in relation to Mr. 
Mascall’s request to Mr. B&rrowman in the same month that he should find accommodation 
for 2,000 sows referred to in the above mentioned memorandum. 

55. In addition, Mr. Marks wrote to all area managers in July 1961 stating that he had 
learnt from Mr. Mascall that there were to be no restrictions on the sales of contracts for the 
Store Pig Scheme — in fact, he encouraged an all-out effort by the sales staff - . Again, in November 
1961, after the return to the investor on the store pig contracts had been reduced from 15 per 
cent to 10 per cent, it was decided to increase the return to 12£ per cent to counteract ‘a drastic 
fall’ in the number of contracts sold. This is apparent from another memorandum from Mr. 
Marks to the area managers dated 22nd November 1961. At that time, as can be seen from 
Schedules 5 and 6, there were shortages of accommodation for 2,100 sows and 2,400 store pigs 
and deficiencies in numbers of 3,400 sows and 6,300 store pigs. 

56. It has been pointed out above that, under the contracts for both schemes, the Group had 
an obligation to identify each pig as belonging to a particular investor. The Group’s system 

of identification was that the investor was told the number of his pig and where it was accom- 
modated. This system appears to have broken down completely and what happened was that 
Mr. Mascall, who took full responsibility for this aspect of the Group’s affairs, allocated to 
each farm a set of numbers corresponding to that farm’s accommodation capacity. The Group 
did write to the investor telling him of his pig’s number and location but the information he 
received was likely to bear no relation to the pig which had been bought in respect of his 
contract, and indeed could not possibly do so when, as has been seen in a very substantial 
number of cases, no pig had, in fact, been bought. 

57. It is clear from the documents which we have examined that the identification of sows by 
tagging had already been allowed to lapse on one farm by as early as July 1960, and that by 
May 1961 the system had broken down completely. It is also clear that steps were taken to 
conceal the fact that the system was not operating when enquiries were made by investors. 

Thus, Mr. Mascall, in a letter dated 21st March 1960 to Mr. Ligertwood referring to a letter 
received from an investor asking for news of his sow, said: 

To keep this man happy I am sending him a service report indicating that his sow will farrow within 
the next thirty days and as soon as you have purchased those in-pig gilts please earmark one of them 
for him. 

In April 1961 the northern area sales manager wrote to Mr. Mascall saying: 

I am continually receiving enquiries from (an investor) wishing to know where his sows are 

boarded. I have made several excuses for the delay but they are now wearing thin. 

Since he is not a resident in the UK it would make little difference to him where they are boarded 
and I would, therefore, like you to consider placing them on a farm where accommodation is now 
available and his serial numbers amended accordingly. 

I should be pleased if you could let me know as soon as possible as I expect to receive another letter 
from him during the next few days. 

Mr. Mascall replied on 27th April: 

Replying to your letter of April 26th, I think it advisable for you to notify this gentleman that his 
sows have been boarded at L3 Tockwith Piggeries. As you know this is a company operated farm 
which gives us some flexibility in moving livestock from place to place. If you have any further queries 
of this nature I suggest you designate L3 Tockwith, we can always then transfer them elsewhere. 

58. So far as we have been able to ascertain, the identification of store pigs was never 
attempted. 

59. Until August 1961 the Group met its obligations to insure the sows. However, in that 
month difficulties arose with the Group’s insurance broker which we understand may be the 
subject of litigation and it has been impossible to ascertain whether or not the sows were 
insured thereafter. So far as we have been able to ascertain, no store pigs forming part of the 
Store Pig Scheme were insured after that month. 



The Brochures 

60. As mentioned earlier in this report, the Group issued two brochures entitled This is 
Agribusiness and Invest in Pigs as means of attracting money from the public. The former 
referred only to the Sow Scheme, the latter to both schemes with appropriate differences in the 
wording. Copies of the latter brochure continued to be issued up to May 1962, long after, in 
our view, it must have been apparent to Mr. Mascall that the Group was insolvent. A copy of 
This is Agribusiness and copies of three different editions of Invest in Pigs are attached as 
Schedule 7, marked (i), (ii), (iii) and (iv). We have examined these brochures in the light of the 
provisions of the Prevention of Fraud (Investments) Act 1958. 

(a) In This is Agribusiness on page 4, it is stated that the sows are identifiable by numbered 
ear-tags which are registered in the investor’s name and that the owners can visit the 
appropriate farm to inspect their stock. In all the editions of Invest in Pigs, there is a 
paragraph headed ‘Identification’ in which it is similarly stated that each pig is identifiable 
by a numbered ear-tag which is registered in the owner’s name and that arrangements 
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(b) SlyffSfteSoctees stated that all pigs were insured. We have already mentioned 
■» 

4,000, although the Producing Companies overall entered into agreements to sell to 

” Jhwatfii ''pigs (ffi) ancT(iv) which refer to the Store Pig Scheme, both claim that the 
Group was producing over 100,000 pigs per annum Thus : figure was “5“^ “ hi h 
any one year and, in fact, could never have been achieved with the number of sows which 

(d) The^eopraphicid Grouping of Farms in brochures (iii) and (iv) includes three farms in 
Ireland when, in fact, only one was ever opened. 

61. In our view the brochures, which were used in order to induce the public 
in the Group’s schemes in anticipation of profit to arise from the acquisition of pigs, Beve a 
misleading picture of the Group's activities and of the facts relating to the operation of the two 
schemes. 



Financial Position of the Group at 30th June 1961 



62 The 30th June 1961 may be considered to have marked the end of the Sow Scheme, in 
the sense that it was in June that instructions were issued that no more Sow Scheme contracts 
were to be entered into. Nevertheless, there were still obligations remaining under the Sow 
Scheme for periods up to four-and-a-quarter years after that date m respect of the contracts 
which had already been entered into. 

63. It was in June 1961 that the Store Pig Scheme was started, its purpose being that the 
Group should be concerned with the whole cycle of pig farming and should, therefore, tatten 
the pigs on its own farms and sell them not as piglets but as fattened pigs However, while this 
may have been a logical development of the Group’s activities, the Store Pig Scheme was started 
at a time when the Sow Scheme had proved to be unworkable and was in chaos administratively 
and financially. The Group was in desperate need of money by June 1961 and appears to have 



been insolvent by that date. 

64 T his is apparent from the statement, which we set out below, of the Group’s financial 
position as at 30th June 1961. There were no accounts at this date available for us to examine 
and we have prepared this statement, with the assistance of the auditors, from the books and 
other records of the Group. In Schedule 8 are set out the details of the sources of the inform- 
ation and bases of the calculations used to arrive at the figures. Although the Store Pig Scheme 
may be considered to have been started in July 1961, some store pig contracts were entered into 
earlier. The full amount of £37,140 received from the public in respect of these contracts has 
been included as a liability. On the other hand, we have included in the assets the store pigs 
valued at £26,600 owned by L.M.C., which appear to have been acquired from the Producmg 
Companies. 



65. 



Financial Position of the Group 



As at 30th June 1961 

Assets 

Fixed Assets, at cost : 

Freeholds, leaseholds, leases of farms, properties and improvements 
Farm buildings 

Farm implements and machinery 

Company offices 

Office machinery 

Directors’ flat 

Furniture and fittings 

Motor vehicles 



£ 

6,190 

1,330 

3,888 

388 

1,101 

609 

1,330 

3,087 



£ 



17,923 



Current Assets 
Feed stock, at cost 
Trade debtors 
Payments in advance — rent 
Loan — Mr. Reader Harris’s car 
Cash at banks 

Livestock on Farms* 

139 boars at £45 
2,786 store pigs at valuation 

Estimated Cost of Feed, Labour charge, etc. incurred on behalf 
of investors in connection with the 6,853 piglets on hand at 30th 
June and recoverable from the proceeds of their sale 



4,387 

7,400 

600 

1,974 

91,377 

105,738 



6,255 

26,600 

32,855 



11,992 



£168,508 



♦The sows and piglets have been excluded as they were the property of the investors. 
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Creditors — Suppliers, expenses and commissions 
Monies received from investors on Store Pig contracts 
Sow Contracts 

(1) Executed in 3 months to 30th June 1961 


£ 




737 contracts at, say, £94 10s. Od. 




69,647 


Less: Sales commission 


8,358 




Expenses of obtaining the contracts 


6,264 


14,622 




(2) Executed prior to 31st March 1961 


Sows 


55,025 


Sows contracted to be sold 


7,113 




Sows on hand at 30th June 1961 


3,953 




Sow deficiency 


3,160 





On the basis that the consideration for these contracts had 
wholly failed for want of a sow within the specified period, 
there is a liability of 3,160 x say £94 10s. Od. 

(3) Contracts with a sow allocated 
Unexpired portion of sum appropriated for administration 
expenses 



Dividends £ 

(1) Dividends due up to 30th June 1961 116,664 

Dividends paid up to 30th June 1961 108,617 

(2) Estimated shortfall relating to July and August 1961 
dividends arising from deficiency of piglets at 30th June 1961 : 

Dividends due in July and August 1961 from sale of £ 
16,948 piglets 38,761 

Less: 

Proportion of dividends due arising from sale of 

6,853 piglets on hand at 30th June 1961 15,582 



298,620 

62,596 



8,047 



23,179 



Total liabilities 
Less: Total assets 

Deficiency 



£ 

83,012 

37,140 



416,241 



31,226 

567,619 

168,508 

£399,111 



66. It will be seen from the foregoing statement that the Group’s bank balance at 30th June 

1961 amounted to £91,377, which was approximately the same as the total of the creditors of 
£83,012 and the immediate liability for dividends of £8,047. In addition, there was an obligation 
to purchase 3,897 sows (including 3,160 sows for which the delivery period had elapsed), to 
place these sows upon farms and to feed them until such time as piglets had been produced and 
sold. Moreover, the heavy expenses of administering the Sow Scheme had to be met. The cost 
of purchasing the 3,897 sows even at the minimum price of £25 each would have amounted to 
£97,425 of which £79,000 was an immediate obligation in respect of the sows for which the 
delivery period had elapsed. It is evident, therefore, that at 30th June 1961 the Group was m 
grave financial difficulties. New finance could not be obtained except out of profits and these 
were not being earned. , , ... 

67. We found amongst the Group’s papers a statement headed liquidity consolidation at 

30th June 1961’ which gives striking confirmation of the broad position as outlined above. This 
statement, which was prepared by Mr. Pomeroy and handed by him to Mr . Mascall, is attached 
hereto, marked Schedule 9. It covers only the four Producing Companies and does not include 
L.M.C. which, as mentioned earlier, was being retained to operate the Store Pig Scheme. It 
shows the total amount received from investors for the sale to them of 7,918 sows and the 
apportionment of that money over the different headings of the Group’s requirements. The 
total amount received from investors was £754,672 (these totals are slightly in excess of the 
figure shown in paragraph 3 of this report) and the statement shows that the whole of this 
amount had been expended or committed and that there was a cash deficit at 30th June 1961 of 
£31,340. It also shows that, in arriving at this deficit, no provision had been made for boarding 
the 3,413 sows (again a different figure) and 136 boars which had yet to be purchased. The 
amounts provided for the initial feed of these sows were clearly quite inadequate on the basis 
of the Group’s own estimates. The proportion of the receipts set aside for administration 
expenses had been wholly expended except for £23,504 which was clearly inadequate to cover 
such expenditure during the further four-and-a-quarter years which was required to fulfil the 
Group’s obligations to sow owners. . . ... . . . ' , 

68. Mr. Pomeroy incorporated the balance shown by the ‘liquidity consolidation statement , 
namely, a deficit of £31,340, into a statement of net assets of the Producing Companies at 30th 
June 1961, which was also handed to Mr. Mascall. This further statement, which is attached 
hereto, marked Schedule 10, shows a net asset position of £72,870. We were unable to obtain 
any satisfactory explanation of the figures shown in this statement other than that of fixed 
assets of £16,000, which seems approximately correct. The other amounts consisted mainly of 
the value of piglets, feed and so-called ‘work-in-progress’, all of which would have been needed 
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insolvent when the Store Pig Scheme was started. danBer0 us situation 

70. It is clear that Mr. Mascall was made aware ■ ^ ^ y 0 c J b er 1960, 24th January 1961 
was developing from three reports from Mr. Bruce oaten 

and 19th February 1961. in it Mr Bruce said that heavy 

(a) The first of these reports ™s sort to all & _ ^ faIrowjng rates and that: 
losses were being incurred as a resul „ simi , a te this, it is not 



.osses were being incurred as a resui assimilate this, it is not a state of 



auau o niui vuo V. ~ - ... 

(b, £ 1961. addressed to Mr. Mascdl, Mr. Bruce again dealt 
with the Group’s farrowing record and said . accessary (sic) of phased 

He concludes with the words : 

The whole question, I would assert, is of with farm performances 

On m"ion of a required liner average of 8 per sow the Group was 8,684 prglets short or 
£50,000 @ £5 15s. Od. per piglet. 

Considering the problem of ‘idle’ sows, he said: 

This reveals a state of farm efficieney which is both deplorable and dan*™* 

He listed a number of factors which contributed to the poor results and, in prefacing 
Hot said that one of the causes was that: 

^ From the commencement, sales considerations have dominated the entire management appro . 
and he said: 



Had an effort been made on the ‘production’ 'side by ’ sows has come 



to be termed) many of the matters menuoneu aoo.e e™ ... — at titi ide 

He concluded the report by saying that unless there was a complete change in attitud 
towards the production side, the scheme was bound to tail. 

Mascall made the significant statement: 

the selling of sows has had to be maintained to provide essential working capital. 

Ind eed ,' on 21st April 1961, Mr. Mascall wrote to Mr. Marks, the national sales manager, 
stating: 



Farther to our conversations on the need to maintain a steady flow of Vestment capital into the 
Group, I should like to set you a sales target for hie rroney inio Northern Livestock Producers 

up to a regular 50 a week. 



up to a regular jo *. wkl. 

72 Mr Mascall’ s awareness of the urgent need for rash is eridenrad “ two wrote > 

falling due. 



73. The auditors also drew attention to the Group’s financial difficulties. 

C a -> Q n 19 th January 1961 they wrote a letter to Mr. Bruce, which was brought to -Mr. 

(a) SSI, referring to the accounts of Southern for the eleven months ended 
30th June 1960. It stated, inter aha: 



30tn June iyou. n suucu, , 

Sas-SspSSS. 

it appears that the loss will be in the region of £31,000. 



U appears mat um tu« 

fb) In a further letter to Mr. Mascall, dated 22nd July 1961, but dealing with the accounts 
' of Northern for the thirteen months ended 30th September 1960, Mr. Ortmans stated, 
inter alia: 



TVl , rfM , n u shows that the Profit and Loss Account for the period ended 30th September 1960, 

Sfe? ? ra^for tojSetttof £3,100, a profit of £4,885, but the Management Revenue Account 
, o rif.fir'it -Pi 788 This is auite obviously an impossible situation as the Management Revenue 

it obviously was not at that date in view of its future commitments under the various contracts. 
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74. Mr. Barrowman, the National Farms Supervisor, who had earlier addressed a critical 
memorandum to Mr. Mascall, wrote to him on the 18th July 1961, stating inter alia: 

I was most concerned at the disclosures at our meeting on Friday, 14th July, and even more so at 
the completely vague approach by Pomeroy. I asked him this morning if he had a further statement 
but he informed me the matter rests with you. 

My concern is largely because of three conflicting statements made to me by Pomeroy on Friday : 

(1) ‘The Companies cannot meet their liabilities and if that is not bankruptcy I don’t know what is . 

(2) ‘The Companies are solvent and all liabilities can be met’. 

(3) ‘The cash position is £32,000 but beyond this sum there is no money available for outstanding 

purchases of gilts and feeding stuffs.’ (These gilts were already paid for by investors and amounted 
to approximately 3,000 gilts). . . , , . 

When I raised the question of why £120,000— £140,000 was not available since investors money had 
been paid in, you will recall no satisfactory answer was forthcoming. 

To this Mr. Mascall replied dissenting from Mr. Barrowman’s views and comments and 
terminating his services. With this letter he enclosed the statement prepared by the secretary 
purporting to show the net assets position of the Producing Companies as at 30th June 1961, 
to which we have referred in paragraph 68. It showed what was described as the current 
liquidity’ as being overdrawn to the extent of £31,340. 

75. Also in July 1961 Mr. Pomeroy sent three memoranda to Mr. Mascall which clearly 

showed the dangerous position the Group was in. . , , 

(a) In the memorandum of 7th July he discussed the ‘fabulously excessive expenditure ana 
said: 

Surely common sense must come into the picture now and stop this fantastic expenditure, otherwise 
we shall find ourselves in the same position as what is happening in the Producing Companies today. 



(b) In a memorandum of 17th July, Mr. Pomeroy referred to the Consolidated Liquidity 
Statement and Statement of Net Assets of the Producing Companies referred to above. 

He said that the situation revealed was very disturbing and that the Producing Companies 
were not capable of proceeding without selling a majority of their assets. He referred to 
the danger of the Board of Trade seeing the figures and said : 

We have received from investors very large sums of money on the understanding that, ninety days 
after the dates of sale of the various agreements, their sow/sows would be on the farms; and they are 
not on the farms. A very dim view would be taken of this by the Board of Trade were they to become 
knowledgeable of the facts. 

He concluded the report with a reference to the dangers of a compulsory winding up. 



(c) On 25th July Mr. Pomeroy sent a memorandum to Mr. Mascall in which he said: 

It is obvious that the position of the Producing Companies is perilous— there is no other word for it. 

76. It was at this time and in these circumstances that Mr. Mascall started the Store Pig 
Scheme. The monies received from that scheme were used to support the fading Sow Scheme. 



The Use of Monies of the Store Pig Scheme for the Sow Scheme 

77. L.M.C. which, as already indicated, operated the Store Pig Scheme, acquired its store pigs 
from the Producing Companies, these being the progeny of the sows held under the Sow 
Scheme. There was no reason for L.M.C. to make payments to the Producing Companies which 
were operating the Sow Scheme except for the purpose of acquiring store pigs. However, 
amounts totalling £409,087 were paid by L.M.C. out of monies subscribed by investors in the 
Store Pig Scheme to or on behalf of the Producing Companies which were operating the Sow 
Scheme. This figure is made up as follows : ^ 

Net cash transfers to the Producing Companies 293,563 

Net amount of expenses paid on behalf of the 

Producing Companies 115,524 



The net amount of expenses paid on behalf of the Producing Companies includes dividends 
paid to investors in the Sow Scheme. These payments and other amounts disbursed on behalf 
of the Producing Companies are shown in the L.M.C. Cash Book. Details of these expenses are 
set out in Schedule 11. Certain expenses were paid by the Producing Companies on behalf of 
L.M.C. and these have been taken into account and offset in arriving at the above figure ot 
£115,524. The Group incurred certain general overhead expenses which cannot be allocated to 
any particular company but the greater part of these was paid by L.M.C. 

78. We estimate that the amount owing by L.M.C. to the Producing Companies for store 
pigs delivered was of the order of £91,000. Particulars of our calculations are set out in Schedule 
12 . 

79. It will be apparent, therefore, that there was an over-payment by L.M.C. to the Producing 
Companies of not less than £318,000. 

80. We questioned Mr. Mascall about these matters and, at first, he endeavoured to explain 
the payments by L.M.C. to the Producing Companies by saying that they were payments on 
account of piglets which could reasonably be expected to be received by L.M.C. when they 
reached the age of eight weeks. Later, however, he admitted that L.M.C. were acting as bankers 
of the Group and that really the two schemes were being run together as a single operation by 
the Group. 
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81 More store pigs could have been bought from the market, as distinct from L.M.C., in 
fulfilment of the obligations and Mr. Mascall agreed that this was so but said that it was not 
the Soup’s policy. It is our view that if it had been genuinely intended to implement the 
contracts under the Store Pig Scheme, the Group would have bought store pigs m the market. 

82 It is” ear, therefore, that a very large part of the monies received from investors in he 

Store Pig Scheme was used, not to fulfil the obligations of the contracts entered into with these 
investors, but to support the Sow Scheme. , , , . , 0/1 

83 It is perhaps, relevant as showing Mr. Mascall s intentions that a report, dated 24th 
October 1961, prepared by Mr. Pomeroy for a L.M.C. board meeting ended by congratulating 
Mr Mascall on having started the Store Pig Scheme which ‘has virtually saved the Producing 
Companies and possibly the Group from unavoidable extraction . 



Mr. Mascall’s Drawings 

84. Mr. Mascall’s salary is shown to have been authorised by various minutes as follows: 
Southern £3,000 p.a. from 1st June 1959. 

Northern £3,000 p.a. from 1st August 1959. 

Highland £2,000 p.a. from 1st January 1960. 

L.M.C. £1,000 p.a. from 1st March 1960. 

There is no evidence of any remuneration being agreed for Mr. Mascall from Western nor of 
any authorisation of Mrs. Mascall’s salary from any of the compames. She appears to have 
been paid first at the rate of £100 and later at £200 per annum from each of the five companies. 

Mr and Mrs. Mascall’s total drawings from the Group up to the date of liquidation 
amounted to £32,980, of which £25,333 was represented by Mr. Mascafi's salary as authorised 
by minutes. It is not possible from the books of the Group to identify the details of the balance 

°^$5.’ Iimiddition, Mr. and Mrs. Mascall incurred expenses of £18,974 which may be sum- 
marised as follows : 



Credit card companies 
Finders Services Limited 
C.C.F. Club Limited 

Travelling, entertaining and motor expenses, paid on behalf of 
Mr. and Mrs. Mascall 

Accounts with stores 
Selfridges Limited 
Army & Navy Stores Limited 

The Directors’ flat 
Expenses 
Furniture 

Other expenses of a purely personal nature 



£ £ 



3,949 

3,676 


7,625 




3,638 


2,275 

956 


3,231 


2,508 

314 


2,822 

1,658 




£18,974 



86. It will be seen, therefore, that in three years Mr. and Mrs. Mascall’s drawings and 
expenses totalled £51,954, much of which was unauthorised and included items of expenditure 
of a purely personal nature. 



Use of the Group’s Funds for Unrelated Activities 

Dome Press Limited 

87. It appears that Mr. Mascall was told in December 1961, by a director of Dome Press 
Limited (hereinafter referred to as ‘Dome Press’) that, due to financial difficulties, a magazine 
published by them called Topic would have to cease publication unless further capital could be 
obtained for it. 

88. Mr. Mascall has told us that he opened negotiations with a committee of directors of 
Dome Press, as a result of which it was agreed that, for an investment of £25,000, Mr. Mascall 
should be given a controlling interest in the company. 

89. Mr. Mascall knew at the time, from accounts shown to him and Mr. S. C. Greatrix 
(Mr. Mascall’s personal assistant) that Dome Press was making weekly losses; he admitted that 
he knew the company had a judgment debt outstanding against it for advertising and publicity 
of some £23,000 and that it was about to shut down because of the financial crisis. 

90. In due course cheques, which were dated 12th January 1962, and drawn on four of the 
companies in the Group for the total sum of £25,000 were paid over to Dome Press through 
Messrs. Herbert Oppenheimer, Nathan & Vandyk, the Group’s solicitors, and Mr. Mascall 
duly took a controlling interest in Dome Press and became its chairman and managing director. 

91. It appears, however, that the position of Dome Press at that time, the end of January 
1962, was far worse than Mr. Mascall and Mr. Greatrix had realised and it soon became 
desperate with the result that a further £5,000 was advanced through L.M.C. on 28th March 
1962. Merchant Guaranty Limited, a private merchant bank with main offices in Bournemouth, 
which had recently become bankers to the Group, gave overdraft facilities to Dome Press. 
When, in May 1962, Merchant Guaranty Limited refused to continue to allow overdraft facili- 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



ties beyond £9,000, the goodwill and name of Topic were sold, while Dome Press went into 
voluntary liquidation on 22nd June 1962 with an estimated total deficiency of £246,919. 

92. It is not clear whether this investment in Dome Press was made by the Group or by Mr. 
Mascall personally. This is the subject of litigation between the Liquidator of the Group and 
Mr. Mascall, the Liquidator claiming on behalf of L.M.C. the return of £15,000 by Mr. 

Mascall on the grounds that Mr. Mascall used the funds of that company for a personal invest- 
ment. As litigation is pending we have not thought it desirable to reach any conclusion on this 
issue. 

93. However, in our view it is clear that, whichever may be correct, the Group was in no 
position either to make this investment itself or to advance Mr. Mascall the monies. It was, in 
effect, using monies subscribed by the public for the purchase of pigs for a purpose which had 
no connection whatsoever with the business of the Group. 

Airtoy and Spinning Satellites Limited 

94. This company, hereinafter referred to as ‘Airtoy’, was formed by Mr. Mascall on 20th 
February 1962, with the object of exploiting the rights, which he had purchased, to manufacture 
and market a kite which had been developed in the USA. 

95. Mr. Mascall had purchased these rights (referring, apparently, to Europe and the British 
Empire) from an American Company for $15,000. In June 1961 he drew £6,000 from the Group 
as a loan in order to finance this purchase. A memorandum from Mr. Mascall to Mr. Pomeroy 
of 21st June 1961 shows his instructions on this point. Initially the money was to come from all 
the companies as either a salary or a loan but a note by Mr. Pomeroy on the memorandum 
shows that it came equally from Southern and Northern as a loan, although it was subsequently 
entered on Mr. Mascall’s current account with the Group. 

96. Again, monies subscribed for the purchase of pigs were being used for a purpose which 
had no connection with the business of the Group. 

97. The Group undertook various tasks for Airtoy for which no charge was made. For 
example, the Group made no charge for the expenses of the office at 15 Woodstock Street, such 
as rent or electricity, nor was a charge made on Airtoy for the time of Mr. Greatrix who was a 
director and secretary of that company. 

98. Three clerks on the staff of the Group were used by Airtoy as ‘Space Maids’ for its stand 
at the Harrogate Toy Fair held at the beginning of 1962. The expenses of these clerks were met 
by the Group, and Mr. Mascall attempted to justify this to us by stating that on the journey 
down from Harrogate the clerks were taken to visit one of the Group’s farms. It would appear 
that other uses were made of the Group’s funds on behalf of Airtoy and Mr. Pomeroy appears 
to have objected to them. It would seem from a memorandum written by Mr. Pomeroy on 
28th July 1961 that Mr. Mascall went to some lengths to conceal such transactions from Mr. 
Pomeroy. 

99. There was also a payment made by the Group of £1,000 on 13th February 1962 to 
Westbourne Printing Services Limited to meet expenses incurred by Airtoy in the production 
of the kite. We asked Mr. Mascall about this transaction and he claimed that it was a loan but 
admitted that no interest was charged and that there was no evidence in any record of the 
payment having been made as a loan. 

100. A creditors’ meeting of Airtoy was held in September 1962 and a statement of affairs 
was then produced showing an estimated deficiency of £9,955, with the Liquidator of the Group 
being a creditor for £1,888. We understand that the company has not yet gone into liquidation. 

101. Mr. Mascall has told us that he obtained the dollars which were used to purchase the 
rights to the kite by paying the equivalent sum in sterling to a friend who credited Mr. 

Mascall’s account in New York. We have seen a checking slip of the Chase Manhattan Bank, 
of Park Avenue and 55th Street, showing the deposit of $16,380 in Mr. Mascall’s name care of 
John J. Cole, Apt. 5E., 605 Park Avenue, NY. 

Financial Position of the Group on Liquidation 

102. In October 1962 the auditors produced a combined Balance Sheet as at 2nd July 1962 
(the date of liquidation), together with a combined Income and Expenditure Account up to that 
date. These are attached hereto, marked Schedules 13 and 14. These accounts show an excess of 
expenditure over income of £874,000. The actual loss is greater because the assets include items 
which are like ly to prove irrecoverable, namely: 

£ 

Directors’ current accounts 32,000 

Advances to Dome Press and Airtoy 37,000 

Advances to Irish Livestock Producers Limited 23,000 

£92,000 

If all these items were written off, the loss would be increased to £966,000 which, together 
with the total payments to investors (mainly as dividends) of £224,000 and the net assets re- 
maining at liquidation of £208,000, account for the use of the total receipts from mvestors of 
£1,398,000. 
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103. Particulars of the loss of £966,000 are as follows : 

Farm activities 
Purchases of livestock 
Food 

Other farm costs 


£ 


£ 

187.000 

492.000 

111.000 


£ 


Less: 

Sales of livestock 
Closing stock of livestock 




790,000 




265.000 

161.000 


426.000 

79.000 

212.000 

52.000 

15.000 
184,000 




Loss on farm activities 
Selling and administration expenses 
Advertising 

Commission on contracts 
Mr. & Mrs. Mascall’s drawings 
Other directors’ salaries and expenses 
Other selling and administration expenses 




364.000 

542.000 

60,000 

£966,000 


Extraneous activities 
Advances re Dome Press and Airtoy 
Advances re Irish Livestock Producers Limited 




37.000 

23.000 


Loss 






104. Particulars of the assets remaining at Liquidation are as follows: 

Fixed assets, at cost less secured charges — 

Farms 

Farm implements and machinery 
Motor vehicles 
Furniture and fittings 


£ 

107,000 

11,000 

9,000 

10,000 


£ 

137 000 


Cash 

Debtors, etc. 

Livestock and feed on farms 




26,000 

11,000 

164,000 


201 000 








£338,000 



The foregoing summary is based on book figures except in the case of livestock and feed 
on farms which were valued on the basis of a physical stocktaking. 

As against the above assets of £338,000 there were trade and sundry creditors of £130,000 
outstanding at the date of liquidation, together with the claims of the investors in the two 
schemes. We have no information about the amounts actually realised in the liquidation nor of 
the total claims made by investors. 

Causes of the Group’s Failure 

105. The Group was carrying on a pig farming business on a vast scale with a total share 
capital subscribed from outside the Group of only £2,202. There was no way of augmenting 
these meagre capital resources except from profits which, in fact, were never earned. Any assets 
acquired by the Group were purchased out of monies provided by investors for the purchase and 
maintenance of sows and store pigs which were to belong to investors. Similarly, any trading 
loss made could only be met out of the monies provided by investors, and guarantees of 
dividends, etc. given by the Group were to all intents worthless. In short, the investors who 
were led to believe that they were owners of pigs with dividends assured from their progeny 
were, in fact, participants in a large farming undertaking to the same extent as if they had 
been shareholders. 

106. From the outset both schemes were burdened with large commissions paid to salesmen 
and overhead expenses connected with running London and provincial offices and maintaining 
a farm organisation. It follows, therefore, that a very high standard of farm performance was 
necessary for the schemes to have any chance of working satisfactorily. 

107. As a result of heavy advertising coupled with high inducements to salesmen, money from 
the public soon poured into the Group at a very fast rate. This immediately created the problem 
of purchasing substantial numbers of sows and later store pigs and, even more important, of 
finding accommodation for the pigs. The pressure to find accommodation meant that boarding 
arrangements were made with farmers who were sometimes inexperienced in pig farming and 
on whose farms the accommodation was often unsuitable. This soon led to poor farm perform- 
ances giving rise to substantial losses. Steps were taken to remove the boarding contracts from 
those farmers who were proving to be the most unsatisfactory but, inevitably, substantial 
damage had already been done. 

108. The speed at which the schemes developed also had the effect of placing too great a 
strain on the organisation for the control of the farm operations and the administration of the 
Group. The farm records soon deteriorated with the result that there could be little control over 
a substantial proportion of the feeding costs which totalled nearly £500,000, a figure quite out 
of line with the amount required to feed the number of pigs which were being maintain^ 
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109. The loss on farm activities amounted to £364,000. An important factor in this was, 
undoubtedly, that arrangements were made with farmers who had not the requisite experience. 
There was great inefficiency in the farm operations and, in addition, there were, of course, 
abundant opportunities for fraud in the operations on the farms and the supply of feedstuffs. 

We understand that there were some prosecutions instituted by the Group in this respect. We 
have not found, however, any material evidence of any fraud of dimensions sufficient to account 
for a loss of this magnitude. Where allegations were made to us that employees of the Group 
had, on occasion, purchased pigs at an undervalue and sold them at a personal profit, we 
investigated the specific allegations but did not find the evidence conclusive. In any event, the 
amounts involved in these allegations were of small importance compared with the loss on the 
farm activities to which we have referred. 

1 10. In the last year of the Group’s trading there were two particular instances of adverse 
publicity which were not a fundamental cause of the Group’s failure but may have served to 
hasten the end. The first of these occurred in June 1961 when a notice appeared in the London 
Gazette of a petition to wind up three of the Producing Companies. The petition was made by 
J. Bibby & Sons Limited who had obtained judgment in default on a writ in respect of an out- 
standing bill of £6,000 for feedstuffs supplied to these companies. The Group thereupon paid 
the outstanding bills together with costs and the petition was dismissed when it came up in 
Court on 10th July 1961. As a result adverse publicity arose in the Farming Express which, in 
turn, caused many farmers and suppliers to view the Group with suspicion. 

111. Finally came the action of Merchant Guaranty Limited which arose as a result of the 
chairman of the bank, Mr. A. W. Herbage, informing Mr. Mascall on 10th May 1962 that his 
bank would not honour any further cheques drawn on the Group’s accounts. Subsequently, 
proceedings were taken by Mr. Mascall against the bank which was refusing to yield to him 
the balances on the Group’s accounts. As a result of this blocking of the accounts, the Group 
was quickly in greater difficulties. There shortly followed our appointment as inspectors and 
liquidation which was by then inevitable. 



Audited Accounts 

1 12. Only two companies prepared annual accounts and they did so for one period only. 
Copies of these accounts, namely, those of Southern for the eleven months ended 30th June 
1960 and of Northern for the thirteen months ended 30th September 1960 are attached hereto, 
marked Schedules 15 and 16. The auditors’ reports on the accounts were dated 31st May 1961 
and 31st October 1961 respectively and were qualified in each case. 

113. The companies were conducting an unusual kind of business and prolonged discussions 
about the form and contents of the accounts appear to have taken place between Mr. Bruce, a 
director and secretary of the companies and Mr. Ortmans, a partner in the firm of auditors. 

The accounts of Southern were prepared first and three consecutive drafts were considered. We 
attach hereto, marked Schedule 17, a statement showing the principal differences between the 
first draft and the third draft which was finally adopted. The second draft was not used and, as 
the auditors were unable to explain some of the figures, we have ignored it. It will be seen from 
Schedule 17 that the first draft showed a loss for the period of £12,066 and the final draft a 
profit of £553. The most important adjustment which had been made was. in the amounts 
carried forward as provisions for meeting future commitments of the Group. In the first draft 
the monies received from those investors for whom no sows had yet been purchased (less com- 
missions paid to the salesmen) namely, £32,121, was carried forward as a liability in the Balance 
Sheet. In addition, an amount of £11,080, being part of the monies received from those in- 
vestors for whom sows had been purchased, was similarly carried forward as a liability to meet 
future commitments, making a total, with the £32,121 above referred to, of £43,201. In the final 
draft an aggregate amount of only £32,976 was carried forward, making a difference of £10,225 
which went to reduce the loss of £12,066 shown in the first draft. Minor and perfectly proper 
adjustments were made to correct arithmetical errors in the first draft. These totalled £2,777 
and, after providing for taxation, a profit emerged of £553. 

114. In order to understand the major adjustments which were made in the amounts carried 
forward in the Balance Sheet to meet future commitments, it is necessary to consider the basis 
on which the accounts were finally prepared. This basis, which seems to have been suggested by 
the auditors, involved the assumption that two-thirds of the amounts received from investors 
could be regarded as the amount paid by them for the purchase of a sow and the placing of it 
upon a farm. Thus, the total of these amounts was regarded as a receipt available to the com- 
pany. From this there was deducted the commission paid to the salesmen, the cost of the sows 
and the boarding fees. The balance was treated as a profit earned by the company as a dealer in 
sows on behalf of the investors. The remaining one-third of the receipts from investors was 
carried to a Management Revenue Account and the balance on this account, after meeting 
current expenses, was treated as a fund to meet future costs of the maintenance of the sows and 
the overhead expenses of the business for the remaining period of the contracts which, on 
average, was about three-and-a-half years. This split of the amounts received from investors 
was quite arbitrary and was not rendered any less so by the reference made to it in later con- 
tracts. The fact is that the company’s obligations were to purchase and maintain sows for 
account of the investor and to pay dividends. All parts of the contract were equally binding. 

The division made, however convenient it may have been for internal bookkeeping purposes or 
even for taxation purposes, could make no sense at all unless the con tinuing obligations for 
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maintenance were fully and adequately covered by the amount carried forward on the Manage- 
ment Revenue Account. No attempt was made, however, to estimate the amount required for 
these future commitments and the amount provided for them was merely the balance on the 
Management Revenue Account after charging expenditure actually incurred. 

115. The auditors were of the opinion that the amounts carried forward on the Management 
Revenue Account were inadequate to satisfy the liabilities under the contracts and they qualified 
their report in the following terms : 

We have examined the above Balance Sheet and annexed Profit and Loss Account which are in agree- 
ment with the books of account. In our opinion proper books of account have been kept. We have 
obtained all the information and explanations which we consider necessary for our audit. Subject to 
the fact that all administration and management expenses have been charged to Management Revenue 
Account and to the balance on that account being sufficient to satisfy the Company’s liabilities under 
contracts entered into during the period under review, in our opinion these accounts give the inform- 
ation required by the Companies Act 1948 and show a true and fair view of the state of the Company’s 
affairs as at 30th June 1960 and of the profit for the eleven months ended on that date. 

The wording of this qualification is less direct than the situation seems to us to have demanded, 
bearing in mind that a profit was being shown when, in fact, none had been earned. Nevertheless, 
an auditor’s qualification on a matter of this kind, however worded, is a formidable warning 
to those who have dealings with a company and there is no evidence that funds were received 
by the Group on the strength of these accounts though they were, on one occasion, shown to 
a financial institution. The accounts being those of an exempt private company, they were not 
required to be filed and so far as we have been able to ascertain they were not at any time 
available to investors. 

116. We now turn to the accounts of Northern which were drawn up in the same way as the 
final accounts of Southern. In this case we have not seen any earlier drafts but, in a letter to 
Mr. Bruce, dated 19th January 1961, Mr. Ortmans wrote as follows: 

We have also prepared draft accounts for Northern for the year ended 30th September 1960. There 
are a few audit points to be cleared up but it appears that the loss will be in the region of £31,000. 

The final accounts, however, showed a profit of £385. 

In a letter, dated 22nd July 1961, written sometime before the accounts of Northern were 
signed, Mr. Ortmans wrote to Mr. Mascall as follows: 

Although the company appears from the Balance Sheet to be solvent, in my opinion it obviously 
was not at that date in view of its future commitments under the various contracts. 

117. It is impossible to say whether, if the first and, in our view, preferable drafts of the 
accounts of Southern and Northern had been adopted, or if the auditors had used more forth- 
right language in qualifying their reports on the final accounts, a sufficient impact would have 
been made on Mr. Mascall to have caused a change in the disastrous course upon which he 
was set. We think it doubtful. As it was, these annual accounts seem to have had no impact in 
either furthering or hindering Mr. Mascall’s policies. 



Responsibilities and Actions of Directors of the Group 

Mb'. Mascall 

118. Mr. Mascall was chairman, managing director, and for all practical purposes, the sole 
shareholder of the companies in the Group. It was his Group from start to finish. 

119. In view of the very small capital with which all the companies in the Group were started, 
it is clear that the working capital for the operation of the Sow Scheme was derived from monies 
obtained from investors. These monies had been received by the Group for the purchase of 
sows which the Group had agreed to sell to the investors, and for the boarding, feeding and 
upkeep thereof. If, then, the Group made a loss or failed to make sufficient profit to pay the 
dividends which had been guaranteed to investors, there was no source from which to finance 
these deficiencies other than fresh monies obtained from new investors. 

120. From the evidence which we have received, part of which is set out in paragraphs 70 
to 75, it is in our view clear that, by as early as September 1960, the Sow Scheme was running 
into serious financial difficulties and that Mr. Mascall knew this. Indeed, Mr. Mascall, when 
we examined him, eventually agreed that this was so. 

121. It is also apparent that, in consequence, a substantial part of the monies received from 
new investors under their contracts was being utilised, to the knowledge of Mr. Mascall, not to 
acquire the sows which the companies had under these contracts agreed to sell, nor to carry 
out the obligations arising from these contracts but to acquire sows which the companies were 
already contractually bound to deliver to earlier investors or to pay those investors the divi- 
dends due to them, and to meet other existing liabilities. This, again, Mr. Mascall was eventually 
constrained to a dmit to us. 

122. In June 1961 it was decided that no further contracts should be sought under the Sow 
Scheme but the new Store Pig Scheme was initiated at this time. It is clear that a substantial 
part of the money subscribed by the public in this latter scheme for the purchase and fattening 
of store pigs was not, in fact, used for this purpose. Indeed, Mr. Mascall admitted to us that, 
at any rate, one of the objects of this scheme was to get money to be used in trying to remedy 
the financial position of the Sow Scheme. He told us that the Group had had to invest more 
money than had been estimated to carry through the Sow Scheme and that the money which 
they were expecting to get from the Store Pig Scheme would, they hoped, provide some working 
capital with which to try and rectify the position under the Sow Scheme. It will, of course, be 
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borne in mind that, under the Sow Scheme, the companies had obligations under their con- 
tracts which would continue at any rate for four-and-a-quarter years from the date of the 
particular contracts. 

123. Whilst we feel that the prospects of success for the Sow Scheme must always have been 
doubtful, we think that Mr. Mascall probably genuinely believed at its inception that it would 
succeed. We are, however, quite satisfied that, by at the latest early in 1961, he was well aware 
that the scheme was at least in serious financial difficulties if not actually insolvent. In con- 
tinuing thereafter to cause new contracts for the sale of sows to be effected, Mr. Mascall must 
have known that there was no prospect of the Group being able to implement those contracts. 
Further, we are satisfied that his main purpose in starting the Store Pig Scheme was to obtain 
money with which to finance the Sow Scheme and thus to enable the Producing Companies to 
continue in business and to continue to afford him the not inconsiderable income which he 
derived from them. 

124. We have not found it possible to satisfy ourselves from the evidence we have as to the 
real object which Mr. Mascall had in mind in making the investment in Dome Press. Further, 
as we have said previously, litigation is pending in respect of that investment and we have not, 
in the circumstances, sought to arrive at a conclusion as to whether the investment was made 
by Mr. Mascall personally or by the Group. Whatever may have been the purpose of the 
investment it was, in our view, at the least a completely irresponsible act for Mr. Mascall, who 
was well aware of the financial straits of the Group, to have used for this purpose monies 
subscribed by the public for the purpose of their being used in the Sow Scheme or the Store 
Pig Scheme. Similarly, he used the funds of the Group to finance Airtoy in which he had a 
personal investment. 

Mr. Reader Harris 

125:~Mr. Reader Harris, who is a Member of Parliament, became a director of Southern in 
October 1959 and, subsequently, a director of all the other companies of the Group. He made 
it a condition of his acceptance of the appointment that competent auditors and solicitors should 
be appointed and, at his suggestion, Messrs. Clark, Battams & Co., Chartered Accountants, 
were appointed auditors and Messrs. Herbert Oppenheimer, Nathan & Vandyk were appointed 
solicitors. He was also instrumental in the appointment of Mr. Bruce as secretary and chief 
accountant. 

126. The evidence as to the extent of Mr. Reader Harris’s work for the Group was somewhat 
conflicting. He appears to have spent an appreciable amount of time at the offices and in work- 
ing for the Group but he was not a full-time working director and we do not think he played 
an important part in the direction of the affairs of the Group at any time. He resigned from 
his directorship of the Producing Companies on 30th April 1961 because he was dissatisfied 
with Mr. Mascall’s refusal to accept his suggestions for what he regarded as necessary improve- 
ments in the Group’s affairs. 

127. He stayed on as a director of L.M.C. until 5th July 1961, claiming that he did so 
because it was a company which was not dealing with public money. We found this explanation 
difficult to understand or accept in view of the fact that from the minutes of two board meetings 
of L.M.C. it appears that he was one of the directors who approved of the initiation of the 
Store Pig Scheme. 

128. It must, we think, have been apparent to Mr. Reader Harris that the reason why Mr. 
Mascall invited him to become a director of the companies in the Group was in order that the 
Group might have the benefit and prestige of having a Member of Parliament on its boards of 
directors. So far as we could ascertain, Mr. Reader Harris had no previous qualification or 
experience in pig-breeding and we feel that he did not make sufficiently careful enquiries before 
allowing his name to be used in connection with a Group which was seeking to attract large 
sums from the public. 

129. Over the period of twenty-one months when Mr. Reader Harris was a director of the 
companies in the Group, he received a total remuneration of the order of £3,584. This included 
£2,461 as salary and, in addition, he was provided with a credit card entitling him to draw on 
Finders Services Limited account. No limitation was, apparently, placed upon his use of this 
card either as to amount or even as to its use being confined to the business of the Group, and, 
indeed, Mr. Reader Harris told us that he was permitted to use it and did use it for the pur- 
chase of petrol for his car for private purposes. He used this card during the period in question 
for a total amount of £983. He was given a present at or about Christmas 1960 of £100 and, 

in addition, he appears to have been provided with a loan, interest free, for the purchase of a 
Jaguar motor car. This loan was repaid by him prior to the companies being placed in liqui- 
dation. 

Mr. Bruce 

130. Mr. Bruce, as a director and also secretary and chief accountant of the Group, played 
an important part in its affairs up to the date of his resignation in April 1961. We think that 
it was clear to him at an early stage that the Sow Scheme was not succeeding and that, unless 
radical alterations were made in carrying it on, the scheme was doomed to fail. We think, how- 
ever, that he did his best during the time that he was with the Group to keep Mr. Mascall 
informed of the position and to warn him of the dangers that were developing; albeit his 
efforts in this respect were unavailing. 

17 

Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



Mr. Wolff 

131. Mr. Wolff is a partner in Messrs. Herbert Oppenheimer, Nathan and Vandyk who were 
at all material times the solicitors to the Group. He was appointed a director of L.M.C. on 
27th January 1961 and remained a director of that company until 24th July 1961. In his 
capacity as solicitor to the Group he was aware of the way in which the Producing Companies 
were being operated and he told us that he refused to become a director of those companies 
because of the view he took of the way in which their business was being run. He told us that 
he considered that those companies were making use of income for the purpose of capital ex- 
pansion whereas, m his opinion, they had no right to make use of this income for that purpose 
until they knew what their real profit was going to be. He also told us that he warned Mr. 
Mascall that this was the wrong way to conduct the business. 

.. I3 ?' Notwithstanding this view, however, he became a director of L.M.C. and he told us 
that he did so only because he was assured that L.M.C. was, as he described it, a ‘clean’ com- 
pany, meaning that it was one that had not previously been operating and that he thought he 
rion't aSS1St m seeu t g that ‘ r e busmess of tbat company would be run properly. In this connec- 
tion he appears to have made some effort to have a special account opened into which two- 

to he h 5^e^hv r t e i, CeiVe ^ by , L - M ;'r from public were to be paid and cheques on which 
y e . r |i? “ signed by three directors. However, the operation of the Store Pig Scheme by 
not i eoffi 1 y C “? m > e . nced “ -Inn 6 IPbl and since he ceased to be a director in July 1961 he was 
material^e&cif ^ When ^ measures which he had proposed could have had any really 

to^r^r d from tte Board 0f L M C 0 “ 24th My 1961, because he apparently 
took the view that that company was using its mcome for the purposes of capital expansion * 
which was the criticism he had previously made of the way in which the Producing Companies 
were operating. In August 1961 he told Mr. Lindsay, a partner in the firm of auditors that he 
was convinced that a long term fraud was being perpetrated’. However his firm thereafter 
continued to act as solicitors to the Group. ’ 1111 mereaIter 

rto’nl; aasociati ™ with the Group as a director was of such short duration that we 

“ *- «’ a — parUnTe 

nr ^,. In c< ? ncl . u . si ° n ’ ^ seems , t0 us that this case raises the question as to whether some further 
S be glven . to ^public who may be induced to subscribe for schemes of this 

land promoted by companies with madequate resources. 1 1X115 



LONDON 

3rd October 1963 



( Signed ) Norman J. Skelhorn 
W. H. Lawson 
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SCHEDULE 1 



Summary of Information Obtained from the files at the Offices of the 
Registrar of Companies 

1. Dates of Incorporation 

Southern 9th June 1959 

Northern 31st August 1959 

Highland 11th February 1960 

Western 3rd June 1960 

L.M.C. 18th December 1959 





2. Authorised Share Capitals 










Southern 


Northern 


Highland 


Western 


L.M.C. 




£ 


£ 


£ 


£ 


£ 


Ordinary Shares 












At incorporation 
Subsequent increases: 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


2nd October 1959 
8th October 1959 
22nd December 1959 


900 


900 






900 




1,000 


1,000 


100 


100 


1,000 


6 per cent Cumulative Preference Shares, 












4th October 1960 










20,000 


Total authorised share capitals 


£1,000 


£1,000 


£100 


£100 


£21,000 




3. Shareholders 








(a) Ordinary Shares of £1 each: 


Southern 


Northern 


Highland 


Western 


L.M.C. 


Norman Mascall 


998 


999 


99 


67 


1 


Dorothy Mascall 
Michael Manning 
Clement Watson Alexander 


1 

1 


1 


1 


1 

20 


1 


Michael John Watkin 








12 






1,000 


1,000 


100 


100 


2 



Notes: 

1. Northern’s annual return shows Norman Mascall as holding all 1,000 shares. 

2. Ian John Cook held 333 Ordinary Shares in Southern from September 1959 until March 1960 when 
they were transferred to Norman Mascall. 

(b) 6 Per cent Cumulative Preference Shares of £1 each 
Southern, Northern, Highland and Western each held 5,000 6 per cent cumulative preference shares of £1 
each in L.M.C., although the issue of the shares to Western is not recorded in L.M.C.’s file. 
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(a) Southern 
Norman Mascall 
Dorothy Mascall 
Michael M annin g 
Ian John Cook 
Herbert Binder 
Richard Reader Harris 
Donald William Trevor Bruce 

(b) Northern 
Norman Mascall 
Dorothy Mascall 
Michael Manning 
Richard Reader Harris 
Kenneth Ligertwood 
Donald William Trevor Bruce 

(c) Highland 
Norman Mascall 
Dorothy Mascall 
Richard Reader Harris 
Robert Frazer McCulloch 
Donald William Trevor Bruce 

(d) Western 
Norman Mascall 
Dorothy Mascall 
Richard Reader Harris 
Clement Watson Alexander 
Donald William Trevor Bruce 

(e) L.M.C. 

Norman Mascall 
Dorothy Mascall 
Kenneth Ligertwood 
Richard Reader Harris 
Donald William Trevor Bruce 
Eric Wolff 



(a) Southern 
Dorothy Mascall 
Ian John Cook 

Donald William Trevor Bruce 
Claud Charles Pomeroy 

(b) Northern 
Dorothy Mascall 

Donald William Trevor Bruce 
Claud Charles Pomeroy 

(c) Highland 
Dorothy Mascall 

Donald William Trevor Bruce 
Claud Charles Pomeroy 

(d) Western 
Dorothy Mascall 

Donald William Trevor Bruce 
Claud Charles Pomeroy 

(e) L.M.C. 

Dorothy Mascall 

Donald William Trevor Bruce 
Claud Charles Pomeroy 



4. Directors 

Appointed 
9th June 1959 
9th June 1959 
14th September 1959 
14th September 1959 
30th October 1959 
30th October 1959 
8th March 1960 

31st August 1959 
31st August 1959 
23rd November 1959 
23rd November 1959 
23rd November 1959 
22nd February 1960 

11th February 1960 
11th February 1960 
22nd February 1960 
22nd February 1960 
22nd February 1960 

3rd June 1960 
3rd June 1960 
7th July 1960* 

7th July 1960* 

7th July 1960* 

18th December 1959 
1 8th December 1959 
22nd February 1960 
22nd February 1960 
22nd February 1960 
27th January 1961 

5. Secretaries 
Appointed 
9th June 1959 
14th September 1959 
8th March 1960 
6th April 1961 

31st August 1959 
22nd February 1960 
6th April 1961 

11th February 1960 
22nd February 1960 
6th April 1961 

3rd June 1960 
7th July 1960* 

6th April 1961 

18th December 1959 
22nd February 1960 
6th April 1961 



Resigned 



30th October 1959 
8th March 1960 
31st March 1961 
30th April 1961 
6th April 1961 



27th May 1960 
30th April 1961 
28 th December 1960 
6th April 1961 



30th April 1961 
6th April 1961 



30th April 1961 
July 1961* 

6th April 1961* 



28th December 1960 
5th July 1961* 

6th April 1961 
24th July 1961 



Resigned 

14th September 1959 
8 th March 1960 
6th April 1961 



22nd February 1960 
6th April 1961 



22nd February 1960 
6th April 1961 



7th July 1960* 
6th April 1961 



22nd February 1960 
6th April 1961 



Notes: 

1. Some of the above appointments and resignations were not 
have been obtained from other sources and are marked *. 



filed. Where possible the appropriate dates 



2. Although Robert Frazer McCulloch apparently never resigned his directorship of Highland he took no 
part m the affairs of the Company after July 1961. ’ 



6 . 

168 Victoria Street, London SW1 
18 Howick Place, London SW1 
15 Woodstock Street, London W1 



Office 

Until October 1959 
October 1959— September 1960 
From September 1960 



Annual returns were filed as follows: 
Southern 
Northern 
Highland 
Western 
L.M.C. 



7. Annual Returns 

15th August 1961 
7th November 1961 
7th November 1961 
7th November 1961 
Not filed 
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SCEDULE 2 

Witnesses Examined 



Mr. C. W. Alexander 

Mr. J. R. Barrowman 

Mr. H. G. Binder 

Mr. L. J. Bromley 

Mr. D. W. T. Bruce 

Miss A. G. Camp 

Mr. I. J. Cook 

Mr. E. F. Dereham 

Lt-CoL G. M. Edye 

Mr. S. C. Greatrix 

Mr. S. J. M. Gregory 

Mr. C. C. Harbidge 

Mr. R. Reader Harris, mp 

Mr. F. Hartley 

Mr. A. W. Herbage 

Miss M. D. Johnson 

Mr. J. A. Ligertwood 

Mr. J. W. R. Lindsay 

Mr. S. Margel 

Mr. J. Marks 

Mr. N. Mascall 

Mr. R. F. McCulloch 

Mr. M. C. G. D. Mordaunt-Smith 

Mr. D. H. Ortmans 

Mr. C. C. Pomeroy 

Mr. W. R. Rees-Davies, mp 

Mr. M. J. Watkin 

Mr. E. Wolff 



Director 

National farms supervisor 
Director 

Area farms supervisor 
Director and secretary 
Assistant accountant 
Secretary 

Messrs. Clark, Battams & Co. 

Boarding farmer 

Personal assistant to Mr. Mascall 
Area farms supervisor 
National farms supervisor 
Director 

Area farms supervisor 

Chairman, Merchant Guaranty Limited 

Office staff 

Director 

Messrs. Clark, Battams & Co. 

Area sales manager 
National sales manager 
Managing director 
Director 

Public relations consultant 
Messrs. Clark, Battams & Co. 

Secretary and chief accountant 
Director, Dome Press Limited 
Salesman 

Director and solicitor 
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SCHEDULE 3 



AvJHH2SI3iT OF CALS 



Patad this P- '"’‘day of S > 't 

'i.'bbj-.A (1.'.\Chir?^!sw«...iv.UV.t. 

... .'SX.. k-i 1 t-.f. h’. ; p. i S.V.'s.'r&tf. . .^. J)... . ..tVi'.'t ■V.AV.'wA- i .-. 

hereinafter called The Purchaser, hereby agree tc and with the Southern 
Livestock Producers Ltd., 168 Victoria Street, Lender. S.t/.l., hereinafter 

called the Vendor, to purchase f . L .'r . £. . •. Gilts or Sows, bearing 

serial numbers . ,Q.L$. C I. f. .V. l&'r at the price of ; . Ci $(. each, 

payablo as follows:- Cash in full s/.Wt.r./A.r. .Si receipt for 

which is hereby acknowledged; the said Gilts or Sows to bo in 
preparation for breeding, .and not to bo over one year of age, the said 
Gilt3 or Sows to be boarded for the Purchaser at tho Southom Pig 
Hatcheries, Jiundcn, Chelmsford, Essex, under the following conditions:- 

2. The Vendor hereby agrees to nave tho Gilts or Sows serviced by 
pure bred Landracc boars, and to purchase such boars as are necessary and 
to feed and care for then, the cost of the said boars and their food 
and care to be calculated as part of the cost of raising and maintaining 
the Gilts or Sows covered by th±«* agreement. 

3« The Vendor horoby agrees to replace any Gilts or Sows in tho evont 
of accidental death from a Pool created for this purpose by the Vondor 
taking piglets from oyery litter of more than ten piglets and keeping-- 
tho said piglets in the said Pool, all surplus pigiot3 in the Pool to 
bc-ccme tho property of the Vender. 

4. The Vendor horocy guarantees a minimum of . . . . / Jr. /r? . . piglots por 
litter for the first eight litters ft.rrov.cd, by taking piglets from tho 
Pool to make good this number in tho event of ary such shortage. 

5. Tho Vondor hereby r.gr j .s to keep ir. force insurance necessary for 
tho proper protection .-f all buildings ana equipment necessary for tho 
proper care ar.d rfaintenance cf the said Gilts or Sows. 

6. The Vendor agrees to house, food, and care for all pigs at cost, 
plus 25$ of the sale price cf the piglots, after tho feed price has boon 
deducted, Such feed prices not to exceed current market ppicos. 

7* The Vondor agrees to market all pigs on the oost available market, 
and to ‘keep accurate records, make complete reports and remit to all 
owners semi-annually. 

8. It is further agreed -that tho Vondor, their agents and/or 
appointed supervisors Y/ill act ir. tho full capacity as caretakors, 
supervisors and financial agents for tho Purchaser and will at all times 
havo control of the abovo mentioned livestock and to doal with as they 
niay dcom necossary, and in particular but not to limit tho generality 
of the foregoing, they may request the removal and/or salo of the 
Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Librargipigitisation Unit 



Purchaser's livestock under such circumstances S3 thsy deem advisable. 

9 . The Purchaser agrees not to remove his/her Gilts or Sows from the 
Pig Hatcheries for fourteen months from the date hereof, but may remove 
them any time thereafter, or may order them to be sold. Ho Sow may be 
removed from the Pig Hatcheries until her last litter is weaned. 

10. Delivery of the livestock to the Pig Hatcheries will where possible 
be made within 60 days from the date of ' this agreement, with the specific 
exclusion of delays occasioned by lockouts, strikes, riots, explosion, 
fire, customs or import delays or other unexpected or exceptional causes 
over which the Vendor has no control. 

11. All cheques or money orders to be made payable to Southern Livestock 
Producers Ltd. 

12. I have read this document and fully understand its terms and 
conditions and acknowledge that I have been given a copy of same. 




SOUTHERN LIVESTOCK PRODUCERS LTD. 
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SCHEDULE 4 




Agreement of Sale 
Cbis Hgreement i. 
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for and on behalf of the Livestock Marketing Company Ltd. 
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SCHEDULE 5 

The Sow Scheme 

Sows in Stock and Accommodation Availability 

Columns 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

Stocks Accommodation 

Cumulative 
total of sows 
sold on 
contracts for 





Monthly total 


which delivery 




Deficiency 




Deficiency 


Date of 


of sows sold 


period had 




as against 




as against 


contracts 


on contracts 


expired 


Available 


column 2 


Available 


column 2 


June 1959 


3 








20 




July 


1 








20 




August 


39 








20 




September 


21 


3 






120 




October 


132 


4 






220 




November 


85 


43 






220 




December 


202 


64 






420 




January 1960 


161 


196 


No 




470 




February 


378 


281 


records 




590 




March 


436 


483 


available 




1,518 




April 


358 


644 






1,718 




May 


439 


1,022 






2,185 




June 


540 


1,458 






2,785 




July 


573 


1,816 






2,785 




August 


405 


2,255 






3,825 




September 


443 


2,795 






4,475 




October 


822 


3,368 






4,475 




November 


290 


3,773 


3,122 


651 


4,875 




December 


288 


4,216 


2,913 


1,303 


5,450 




January 1961 


571 


5,038 


3,636 


1,402 


5,550 




February 


449 


5,328 


3,668 


1,660 


5,500 




March 


477 


5,616 


3,659 


1,957 


5,750 




April 


399 


6,187 


3,600 


2,587 


5,960 


277 


May 


226 


6,636 


3,915 


2,721 


5,520 


1,116 


June 


112 


7,113 


3,953 


3,160 


5,620 


1,493 


July 




7,512 


4,040 


3,472 


5,587 


1,925 


August 




7,738 


4,242 


3,496 


5,212 


2,526 


September 




7,850 


4,094 


3,756 


5,087 


2,763 


October 




7,850 


4,363 


3,487 


5,887 


1,963 


November 




7,850 


4,426 


3,424 


5,687 


2,163 


December 




7,850 


4,473 


3,377 


5,409 


2,441 


January 1962 




7,850 


4,310 


3,540 


5,609 


2,241 


February 




7,850 


4,296 


3,554 


5,547 


2,303 


March 




7,850 


4,188 


3,662 


5,567 


2,283 


April 




7,850 


4,187 


3,663 


4,842 


3,008 


May 




7,850 


4,038 


3,812 


4,442 


3,408 
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Columns 



Date of 
contracts 

June 1961 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 1962 

February 

March 

April 

May 



SCHEDULE 6 

The Store Pig Scheme 

Store Pigs in Stock and Accommodation Availability 



1. 


2. 


3. 


4. 


5. 


6. 






Stocks 


Accommodation 




Cumulative 












total of store 












pigs sold on 










Monthly total 


contracts for 










of store 


which delivery 




Deficiency 




Deficiency 


pigs sold 


period had 




as against 




as against 


on contracts 


expired 


Available 


column 2 


Available 


column 2 


1,857 




1,740 




4,500 




2,986 




2,561 




5,100 




2,944 


1,857 


3,074 




6,800 




5,599 


4,843 


4,962 




6,800 




4,558 


7,787 


5,703 


2,084 


8,800 




2,182 


13,386 


7,033 


6,353 


10,900 


2,486 


1,546 


17,944 


8,683 


9,261 


12,300 


5,644 


1,987 


20,126 


9,640 


10,486 


12,450 


' 7,676 


2,368 


21,672 


10,049 


11,623 


12,600 


9,072 


2,631 


23,659 


10,716 


12,943 


12,600 


11,059 


2,858 


26,027 


9,812 


16,215 


12,600 


13,427 


1,826 


28,658 


8,604 


20,054 


12,300 


16,358 



30 

Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



SCHEDULE 7 (i) 

This is agribusiness 
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THE LIVESTOCK GROUP OF COMPANIES 
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GEOGRAPHICAL GROUPING OF FARMS 
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SCHEDULE 8 



Notes on the Statement of the Financial Position of the Group 

as at 30th June 1961 



1. Fixed and current assets 

Fixed assets have been taken at cost without providing for depreciation and no provisions have been made 
against the current assets. 

The figures have been taken from the ledgers with the exception of the feed stock, which has been taken from 
the monthly stock returns, and the cash, which has been taken from a certificate received from the Group’s 
bankers. 

2. Livestock 

The number of boars has been taken from the monthly stock returns and valued at the average purchase 
price. 

The number of store pigs has been taken from the monthly stock returns and valued according to their age 
from Ministry of Agriculture market reports. 

3. Estimated cost of feed, labour charge, etc. incurred on behalf of investors 

The piglets on hand at 30th June 1961 belonged to the investors who were entitled to receive dividends from 
the proceeds of the sales of these piglets. From the gross sales proceeds the Producing Companies deducted the 
feed, labour and other costs which had been incurred on behalf of investors. This asset, therefore, represents 
that portion of the future recoveries from the sale of the piglets which refers to the costs incurred up to 30th 
June. 

The calculation of the costs so recoverable is based on the deductions which would be made from the pro- 
ceeds of litters sold in July and August adjusted for the age of the various piglets on hand at 30th June. 

B. Liabilities 

1. Creditors 

The figures have been taken from the ledgers and are in a number of cases confirmed by statements from 
creditors. 

2. Monies received from public on Store Pig contracts 

This is the gross amount received from investors in the Store Pig Scheme by 30th June 1961. 

3. Sow Contracts 

(a) The liabilities in respect of the Sow Contracts have been included under three headings: 

(i) Contracts executed in 3 months to 30th June 1961 

For these contracts, the delivery period had not expired and, therefore, there was no need for a 
sow to be allocated to them. (It should be noted that the increased delivery period did not come into 
effect anyway until April 1961 and, therefore, can be ignored for these purposes). 

The liability is thus the total consideration less the sales commission and the expenses of obtaining 
these contracts. The calculation of these expenses is discussed in (b) below. 

(ii) Contracts executed prior to 31st March 1961 

The delivery period on all such contracts had expired by 30th June. Having offset the sows on 
hand at 30th June against the number of sows due, there is a liability for the full amount received 
from investors in respect of those contracts for which sows had not been delivered, the consideration 
having wholly failed. There may be a potential liability, which has not been included, for damages 
to the investor for loss of his opportunity to make his profit on the sow agreed to be sold to him. 

(iii) Contracts with a Sow allocated 

Under these contracts there is a liability in respect of the management expenses which would arise 
during the remaining life of the contract. This liability cannot be calculated as such but the sum of 
£30 per pig was appropriated by the Producing Companies for the expenses of obtaining the contract 
and the administration expenses. This sum has been taken as the basis for calculating the liability 
at 30th June 1961, although, in fact it proved to be inadequate (see (c) below). 

(b) Expenses of obtaining the contracts 

The Group incurred certain expenses prior to the execution of the contracts and these ‘expenses of 
obtaining the contracts’ have been calculated as follows: 

Advertising. Total advertising expenditure expressed as a percentage of total contract receipts is 
7 per cent and, for simplicity, £7 per pig has been taken as an expense of obtaining the contract. 

Other administration expenses. Certain other administration expenses would have been incurred prior 
to the execution of the contract. After deducting the advertising expenses of £7 from the £30 set aside, 
the remaining £23 has been apportioned over the three months prior and the four-and-a-quarter years 
succeeding the date of execution of the contract. For purposes of simplification the relevant proportion 
has been taken at £1 10s. Od. per pig. Therefore the total expenses of obtaining the contract have 
been taken as being £8 10s. Od. per pig. 

(c) Unexpired portion of sum appropriated for administration expenses 

Of the £30 originally appropriated for administration expenses, £8 10s. Od. has been taken as being 
used in meeting the expenses of obtaining the contracts, leaving £21 10s. Od. per pig. For the contracts 
with a sow allocated this sum has been included as a liability, adjusted on a time basis for the remaining 
life of these contracts. 
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(d) Sales commission 

The commission due to the salesman was payable on execution of the contract. An average rate of 
12 per cent has been taken and this sum has been deducted where appropriate. 

(e) Sources of the figures 

(i) Number of contracts. Taken from the Group’s deposit registers, with adjusted amounts for May and 
June 1961 to agree with the figures produced by the auditors. 

(ii) Sows on hand. Taken from the monthly stock returns. 

4. Dividends 

(a) Dividends due up to 30th June 1961 

The dividends due have been calculated in respect of each contract in accordance with the dates of and 
guarantees in the contracts on the basis of the first dividend being due in all cases nine months after the 
execution of the contract. 

The dividends actually paid up to 30th June have been taken from figures provided by the auditors 
and the shortfall included as a liability. 

(b) Estimated shortfall relating to July and August 1961 dividends 

Although these dividends were not due at 30th June there was a liability in respect of them because 
the funds for their payment came from the sale of piglets which could not be sold until they were 8-9 
weeks old. Therefore to pay the July and August dividends the piglets had to be alive by 30th June. 

The total number of piglets needed to meet these dividends has been calculated from those contracts 
with dividends falling due in July and August and comes to 16,948 piglets. At 30th June there were only 
6,853 piglets on hand resulting in a shortfall of 10,095 piglets. 

The total of the dividends due to investors in July and August was £38,761, of which only £15,582 
would have been met by the sale of the 6,853 piglets. The balance of £23,179, relating to the shortfall of 
10,095 piglets, would have had to be found by the Group from sources other than the sale of piglets and 
has, therefore, been included as a liability. 

The calculations of the dividends due have been based on the specified Ministry sale prices obtaining 
in July and August and the deductions therefrom as set out in the contracts. 
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SCHEDULE 9 



III 

i |f sl*f 
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98*646 

14.604 113,238 



SCHEDULE 10 



LIVESTOCK PRODUCING COMPANIES 
NET ASSETS POSITION 
at 30th June, 1961 



£ 

FIXED ASSETS— at Cost 20,035 

Less: Accumulated Depreciation (estimated) 4,035 



CURRENT ASSETS 

Stocks on Farms— Piglets 33,788 

—Feed 5,050 



Work in Progress 

Shares in Associated Company 

Recoverable from Associated Company 

Current Liquidity 



NET ASSETS 
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£ 

16,000 



38,838 

27,878 

20,000 

1,494 

£104,210 

31,340 DR 



£72,870 



SCHEDULE 11 



Summary Analysis of the Producing Companies’ Indebtedness to L.M.C. 

as at 2nd July 1962 



1. Expenses paid by L.M.C. (net) 
Capital expenditure 
Farm deposit 
Buildings 
Farm equipment 
Office machinery 

Farm expenses 
Livestock purchases 
Feed 

Boarding loans 
Boarding fees 
Farm profits 
Veterinary fees 
Transport 
General expenses 

Selling and administration expenses 
Salaries 

Sales commission 
Stationery 

Telephone, postage and sundries 

Professional charges 

Travelling 

Entertaining 

Advertising 

Rent, rates and taxes 

Light, heat and power, etc. 

Sundry petty cash 

Payments to investors 

Total expenses 



£ £ 



750 

3,270 

266 

125 



4,411 



969 

46,080 

2,002 

3,651 

3,068 

381 

381 

2,546 

59,078 



5,030 

2,434 

127 

136 

384 

2,047 

4,731 

1,356 

336 

3 

3,885 

20,469 

31,566 

115,524 



2. Cash movements 

Transfers from L.M.C. to Producing Companies 
Cash due to L.M.C. by third parties paid direct to the 
Producing Companies 



279,716 

13,847 



293,563 
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SCHEDULE 12 



Calculation of the Cost of Store Pigs Transferred from the 
Producing Companies to L.M.C. 

(a) Number of pigs transferred 

In order to establish how many Store Pigs L.M.C. took from the Producing Companies, it is necessary 
to take the closing stock, the sales and the casualties, because the Group’s records of the transfers do 
not show a complete picture. On this basis the figures were as follows: 





Pigs 


Stock of Store Pigs at liquidation, per the 
auditors’ report to the liquidator 
Sales of Store Pigs by L.M.C.: 


5,961 


Proceeds, per auditors' report, £133,041, which 
at a reasonable minimum price of £16 per pig 
indicates 


8,315 




14,276 


Casualties, at maximum 
(Available records show only 257 casualties) 
Total number of Store Pigs transferred 


1,000 


15,276 



(b) Cost 

The Group took £6 as the cost of a store pig for the purposes of inter-group transfers. Therefore the 
total cost of the store pigs transferred to L.M.C. and owing by L.M.C. to the Producing Companies 
was £6 x 15,276 = £91,656. 
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SCHEDULE 13 



COMBINED BALANCE SHEET 
AT 

2nd JULY 1962 



1 


ASSETS 

Cash in Hand 


• 253 


2 


Cash at Bank - National Provincial Bark Ltd. 


5,817 


3 


- Merchant Guaranty Ltd. 


19,469 


4 


Debtors - Trade & Sundry 


25,559 

12,959 


5 


- Directors 


61,693 


6 


Employees 


1,550 


7 


- Irish Livestock Producers Ltd. 


22,801 


8 


- Dome Press Ltd. 


4,004 


9 


- Airtoy and Spinning Satellites Ltd. 


2,903 


10 


Livestock and Peed on Farms 


105,910 

164,107 




CURRENT ASSETS 


295,576 


11 


FIXED ASSETS at Cost, less secured charges 
Farm Implements & Machinery 


10,493 


12 


?lotor Vehicles 


8,728 


13 


Furniture & Fittings 


10,417 


14 


Leasehold Properties 


14, 60 Q 


15 


Freehold Properties 


92,897 


16 


LIABILITIES 

Trade & Sundry Creditors 


137,195 

£ 432,771 

130,113 


17 


Amounts received under Sow Contracts 






less repayments 


505,986 


18 


Amounts received under Store-Pig Contracts 


668,069 




NET DEFICIENCY OF ASSETS 


1,174,055 

£ 1,304,168 

£ 871,397 


19 


Represented by 

Excess of Expenditure over Income 


873,599 


20 


Less? Share Capital 


2,202 






£ 871,397 
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SCHEDULE 14 



COMBINED INCOME & EXPENDITURE ACCOUNT 
FOR PERIODS ENDED 
2nd JTJLY 1962 



INCOME 

1 Sales of Livestock 

2 Net Interest Received 



EXPENDITURE 

3 Purchases of Livestock 

L ess ; Stocks on hand 

4 Farm Costs - Feed, less Stocks on hand 

5 - Board 

6 - Rent, Rates, Light & Heat 

7 - Farm Profits 

8 - Farm Expenses 

9 Selling Expenses - Advertising 

•JO - Commission 

11 Administration — Office Rent, Rates, Light 

& Heat 

1;; - Salaries & Wages 

13 - Stationery, Postage & 

Telephone 

14 - Travelling 

13 - Sundry Expenses 

16 - Ex gratia Payments 

17 Insurances 

18 Legal & Professional Fees 

19 Hire Purchase Interest 

20 Loss on Sale and Disposal of Motor Vehicles 

21 Directors - Salaries 

22 - Expenses 

23 Petty Cash Deficiency 

24 Defalcation 



Excess of Expenditure over Income 



264,763 

1,634 



£ 266,397 



O', co 
—a. O 

as 


25,912 




491,573 




41,872 

4,834 

24,807 

40,030 


603,116 


78,905 

212,134 


291,039 




15,433 

72,510 




18,989 

20,439 

10,518 




1,750 




— 


139,639 




18,567 




15,793 


346 




528 




— 


874 


36,395 




1,386 




— 


37,781 




2,999 

4,276 


£ 1 


,139,996 



£ 873,599 
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SCHEDULE 15(a) 
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SCHEDULE 15(b) 
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Fitting* 



SCHEDULE 15(c) 
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SCHEDULE 16(a) 




SCHEDULE 16(b) 
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SCHEDULE 16(c) 
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SCHEDULE 17 



The Drafts of the Accounts of Southern 

for the eleven months ended 30th June, 1960. 



Third draft 

First draft Explanatory notes to third draft 

Management 



Receipts from investors 
Less: 

Carried forward for sows not yet 
purchased 


£ 

102,155 

32,121 


Pig Dealing 
Account 
£ 

68,104 

19,519 


Revenue 

Account 

£ 

34,051 


Arbitrary split of two-thirds and 
one-third. 

The £19,519 is based on two- 
thirds of the provision of £32,121 
made in the first draft. The 
remaining one-third is left in the 
Management Revenue Account 






70,034 


48,585 


34,051 




Less: 

Cost of sows installed on 
Actual cost 
Commission 
Boarding fees 


farms: 

£21,042 

24,934 

4,584 


50,560 


50,560 




The commission charged is that 
paid to the salesmen on exe- 
cution of the contracts and the 
£24,934 includes the commission 
in respect of contracts for which 
sows had not yet been pur- 
chased, which could not have 


Adjust by transfer to Management 
Revenue Account the excess cost 
of gilts bought ‘in-pig’ 


19,474 


(1,975) 

2,911 


34,051 

(2,911) 


An ‘in-pig’ gilt costs more initially, 
but as it is nearer to farrowing 
it costs less to feed. This transfer 






19,474 


936 


31,140 




Less: 

Insurance 




673 


- 


673 








18,801 


936 


30,467 




Less: 

Provision for future expenses 


11,080 


- 


- 


This provision of £11,080 was 
based in the first draft on a 



proportion of the gross margin 
being needed for future manage- 
ment expenses. In the third draft 
the balance on the Management 
Revenue Account was intended 
to be carried forward to meet 
future expenses. 





7,721 


936 


30,467 




Less: 

Administrative expenses 
Payments to investors 
Feed costs 


11,622 

11,255 

6,475 




11,546 

9,604 

6,277 


The differences between the two 
drafts are accounted for by the 
greater accuracy with which the 
third draft was prepared. 


Add: 

Recovered from investors for feed 
Sales of piglets 
Stocks of piglets 


(6,227) 

(1,332) 

(2,006) 




(7,007) 

(1,332) 

(2,078) 






19,787 




17,010 




Trading loss 


£12,066 








Trading profit 

Less: Sundry adjustments including 
taxation 




936 

383 






Profit per accounts 




£553 






Balance carried forward 
Provision for future expenses 
Sows not purchased 


11,080 

32,121 




13,457 

19,519 






£43,201 




£32,976 





Dd.133241 K.5 Printed In England for Her Majeity’i Stationery Office by McCorquodale, London 

59 

Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



BOARD OF TRADE 



Livestock Marketing Company Limited 
Western Livestock Producers Limited 
Highland Livestock Producers Limited 
Northern Livestock Producers Limited 
Southern Livestock Producers Limited 
Agribusiness Limited 



Investigation 

under Section 165 (b) of the Companies Act 1948 



Report by 

Sir Norman Skelhorn, kbe, qc 
and 

Sir William Lawson, cbe, ba, fca 

(Inspectors appointed by the Board of Trade ) 



LONDON: HER MAJESTY’S STATIONERY OFFICE 
1968 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



Publication of this report was deferred pending the completion of cr imin al 
proceedings instituted by the Board of Trade against Mr. Norman Mascall. 
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